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PREFACE

. 3llowing paper 1s one of seven regquired by the
fatie: 71 . nstitute of Eduocation (NIE) grant to the Edu-
matle ommission of the States for the administration
~f th. National Asseasment of Educationel Progress

{AEP) The papers are intended to raise asignificant
G-93llons agbout NAEP functions and procedures in order
to apprise the jAssessment Policy Committee of its tech-
nical and administrative options as NAEP moves into a
second decade of activity. According to the NIE Program
Announoement, each paper should include ™discusasions
about the significance of a national assessment of edu-
cational progress for (a) informing publiec opinion, (b)
influencing educational snd othar soccial policies, (e)
identifying specific educationeal and research needs and
(d) ocontributing to the goal of improving education.”
Thus, the papers combine broad theoretical considera-
tions with very conersta discussions of potential op-
tions and their trede offs. All the papers are sugges-
tive, rather than definitive -- Starting points for dis-
cussion rather than end points.

Two fundamentel quastions undergird these papers.
First, if one were to design a national assessment pro-
gram from scratch to serve the needs of the eighties and
nineties, what would it look 1ike? What theory would it
draw upon? What constituents would it serve? How would
it operate? And second, given that an assessment has
been operating for 10 years, how do answers to these
questions match the currant NAEP? How could the current
NAEP be changed to accommodate needs and technology un-
forseen whaen it was begun in the 1960s? As these qQues-
tions weave In and out of the discuasions of various
issues, it will become olear that the answers one gives
will probably depend upon one's assumptions about Ssuch
things as the way soclety, education and solence work,
8s well as one's familiarity with the theory, polities,
history and operation of the current National Assess-
ment.

There are many ways to implement the 1979 legisla-
tion mandating a national assessment. Some are undoubt-
edly better than others in certain respects; all have

both advantages and drawbacks, complicating even the



simplest comparisons among alternatives. In such a sit-
vation, it 1s imperative that advocates for various mod-
els of a national gssessment adopt an open, interdis-
ciplinary approasch to rethinking the Assessment, listen-
ing carefully to each other and respesting profeassional
differences of opinion. .

Individuals oherged with making policy decisions
about NAEP -~ members of the Assessment Policy Committee
and members of the U.S, Congress -~ will find that, in
many instances, attempts to strengthen the Assessment in
ohe regard will weaken it in some other regard. Given a
certain ievel of funding, advences in some areas come at
the expense of others, The National Assessment can nei-
ther be all things to all people nor a single, unchang-
ing enterprise. It will always represant a combination
of various tensions. The question for its future is not
how do we eliminate those tensions? Rather it is: How
do we harness thosSe tensions creatively to keep the As-
sessment abreast of the times and sontinually relevant
to America's long-term need for information about the
status of education?



INTRODUCTION

The Purpose of This Paper

This paper addresses two gquestions raised in the
National Institute of Education (NIE) Program Annocunce-
ment for the Natlonal Assessment of Educationel Progress
(NAEP) grant: (1) "How can NAEP provide useful informa-
tion concerning %wo central fssues of Amerioan education
-= eduoational equity, and standards and levels of 1it-
eracy, particularly with regard to linguistic and ethnio
minorities?® And ?;), "What kinds of data can be col-
leoted and analyses performed to chart changes in iiter-
acy over time and provide clues about the types of pro.
grams required for improving literacy?"

The answers to the questions are easy to state in
their most general form: There are many ways NAEP can
provide useful Information sbout eguity and literacy,
onoe the terms M"useful," "equity" and "literacy" are
defined; there are many kinds of data NAEP oan collect
and analyze in various ways to ohart changes in literacy
over time; and, without major ohanges i{n the current
design of NAEP, there are few things NAEP can do to pro-
vide more than the most general olues about the effec-
tiveness of partioular literacy programs. Detailing and
explaining these general answers in terms that generate
disoussion and clarify polioy alternatives will be the
major thrust of the paper.

Several assumptions undergird this disoussion:

1. The Program Anncunoement questions oonflate
several kinds and aspeots of measurement that
must be sorted out and understood separately.
Some people would view a national assessment
primarily as a descriptive study, much 1ike the
U.S. census; some would view it primarily as an
analytioal study permitting diagnostio analy-
ses, experiments and ressarch similar to tradi-
tional eduocational researoh; some would view it
primarily as an instrument for large-scale edu-
cational and social program evaluation, These
visions are not fully oompatible with one an-
other, eaoh having its own constituents, its



own body of theory and methodology, its own way
of defining utility and its own history of suo-
cesses and failures. Some ocombinations are, of
course, possible, but a national assessment

» with limited funding is unlikely to satisfy
everyone'y needs or Jdesires., The Assessment
Polioy Committee must weigh the many demends
made upon NAEP for various kinds of information
and deoide whioh will be met at the expense of
others An even larger polioY body must deoide
where a netional essessment, onoe defined, fits
into the national piloture of researoh end in-
formation gathering.

2. Definitions of literacy have ohanged, histori-
cally. There are ourrently many definitions
and there will doubtless be others in the fu=-
ture.

3. Equity oan be defined in numerous ways, eaoh of
which hss very different impliocations for meas-
urement and for policy.

4, The groups believed to be viotims of inequity
have ohanged over time and will change in the
future.

5. Largely beocause they are fluid oonoepts defined
differently by different groups and at differ-
ent times, both literaoy and equity have eluded

- reliable long~term measurement.

6. The exact relationships between education, 1it-
eracy and equity are obsoured by ocomplex inter-
actions between suoh fsotors a3 the eduocational
system, the eoonomio system, olass attitudes
racial attitudes and various sooiopolitioai
ideologies and institutions.

These considerations must give pause to anyone oon-
templating long~-term. messurement of ohanges in these
areas. For example, the first oonsideration suggests
that if NAEP {s designed primarily to be desoriptive, it
may be an Inadequate or inappropriate tool for evalua-
tion of such things as sucoessful 1iteraoy programs.
The second and third considerations suggest that the
measuring instrument(s) be broad end flexible to acoom-
modate a variety of dynamio definitions of both literaoy
and equity. The fourth suggests that the sample being
assessed should inolude a diverse enough population to
accommodate dynsmio definitions of affeoted groups of

4
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Americans. The fifth suggests a peed for realistio ex-
peotations and imagination. And the sixth consideration
Suggests that the measurement should not be tled solely
to traditionally defined eduocational institutions and
programs. At the least, it should be designed to inte=
grate well into sources of noneducational data suoh as
oensus studies, lgbor statistios and the like.

In the pages that follow, eaoh of these suggestions
will be expanded upon with reference to the National
Assessment of Eduoational Progress as it is presently
defined and as it might be defined in the future to bet-
ter meet needs for information about literacy and 8q-
uity. Part 1 will explore differing oonceptions of lite
eraoy, ways in whioh NAEP can address certzin of thenm,
ways in which NAEP oan serve as a proving ground for
literacy measures, and potential enhancements to the
ourrent NAEP model. Part 2 will explore NAEP's oontri-
bution to equity studies as a desoriptive data base and
8 source of analytioal inquiry., Part 3 will examine
trade offs involved in potential enhancements of the
ourrent deaign.

A Framework for Weighing Poliecy
and Design Alternatives

Three major tensions permeate all facets of the
Assessment and influence all deoisions about how it
might Dbe changed. The first 1s the tension between
short~term and long~term interests:s & decision to ime
prove NAEP's utility in the short-term could impaot ad-
versely upon its long-term mission, and vice versa. The
seoond is a tension between breadth/descriptivensss and
depth/analytioal oapaoity. And the third is the tension
between the informational needs of diverse clients.
Many things can be asoccomplished within the current NAEP
framework that balanoe short-term/long-term, breadth/-
depth and audience interests. But, given limited rea-
sources, these polar consid--ations oompete with one
another. Discussion of NAEP's ocontributions to literaoy
and equity knowledge requires a general understanding of
this competition and 1its consequences for the Assess~
ment's design.

The shert-term/long-term trade off 1s easy to un~
derstand. If we tallor an assessment to address today's
1ssues on today's timetable, it may prove useless 10
years hence. Not only might the issues have changed but
the methodology for getherins short-term data oould be
inappropriate for long-term measurement.

1o



The audienoe trade off problem is equelly clear. A
"latent trait" approaoh to measuring reading performence
might provide information useful to psyohologists but
incomprehensible or maddening to reading profassionels
interested in a different kind of date or e larger pool
of NAEP reading items. Many ways of oollapsing, struo-
turing, scaling or weighting deta represant olerifioca-~
tion to some eudiences but mystifioetion to others.
Since NAEP relies upon the voluntary oooperation of
Schools and the good will of various subjeot-matter pro-
fessionals, assooietions end political groups, audienoe
trade offs are not trivial oconsiderations.

The breadth/depth, desoriptive/analytiocel trade off
deserves special ocomment beocause it beers espeocially on
the issues of literaoy and equity. As it is ourrantly
designed, the National jAssé¢ssment represents e hybrid
descriptive/analytioal underteking. On the desoriptive
side, breadth is the primary oonsideration. It employs
a broad sample, a broed ooverage of subjeot areas, a
broad coverage of objeotives within subjeot erees, many
different kinds of measures, broed baokground veriebles
and an assessment not only of knowledge but of skills
and attitudes. Breadth requires disorete exesroises,
matrix sampling, national units of anelysis end the lo-
gistics and time ocommitments assooiated with large-soale
survey work. Desoriptive data tend to be like aerial
photographs, reveeling features that oennot bes seen on
the ground; they invite disoiplined observation, ru-
mination, a thoughtful study of faots similar to the
activity of the historian., Desoriptive deta suggest
hypotheses and point "to potentiaslly fruitful areas of
more focused researoh. They do not lend themsSelves to
focused decision making; rather, they oontribute to an
atmosphere of beliefs, ideas and theories.

On the anelytioal side, depth is the primary oon-
sideration. The hunt for reletionships betwesn socoio-
educational faotors and educetional performanoce is best
faoilitated by a sample deep enough for fine-oell analye-
sis and by preoise ourricular, resouroe and sooioeoo-
nomic variables. Some of the features that make NAEP a
useful descriptive study (e.g., its breadth, its matrix
sample) can be nuisences to researohers who are ine
terested in cross-seotional work, more easily oollapsi.
ble data, polioy timeliness or experimental oontrol.
Analytical data should bear on spaoifio polioy questions
and should invite hypothesis testing and mathematioal
modeling. If NAEP's desoriptive funotion is like taking

5
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aerial photograpPhs of a dam site, its analytical func-
tion 1s like conducting environmental impaot studies.
Both are oritical to dam building but each is a distinect
ectivity. To a oertain degree, NAEP permits both funca
tions.

As Figure 1 suggests, a certain amount of analyti-
oal work has always been done and there is more to be
done within the current model. But there are limits to
NAEP's an&lytical capacity; without massive fuanding, an
increase in depth can only be purohased at the expense
of breadth. One of the Assessment Polioy Committee's
major tasks in the next decade, then, will be to weigh
the comparative oontributions of NAEP's descriptive and
analytioal functions and to consider the long-term im-
plications of a reorientation in one or the other direc-
tions.

If the suggestions raised throughout this paper are
evaluated within a polioy framework suoh &s the one
sketched here, the National Assessment can move into the
eighties wit* a thorough knowledge of its capacity to
respond to cn. " and remain an important, unique source
of information aucut Amerioan eduoation.

12
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PART 1
LITERACY

Introduction

It 1s not surprising to find literacy and equity
discussed in the same paper, since the former has long
been thought to be a precondition for the latter. Ever
Since Horace Mann defined education as "the balance
wheel of the social machinery" there have been those who
felt that a truly equitable society would not evolve
until. all Americans shared -a level of literacy enabling
each to compete for the social goods and rewards-he or
she linked to the pursuit of happiness. As society has
grown more technical, increasing numbers of Americans
have sought more and more education in the belief that

- —-higher..levels..of -literacy—are-needed—to-keep~abreast-of

progress. Minorities have looked to education as a pri-
mary means of remedying social inequities and ecquiring

- a failrer share of the social goods. Until recently, few

Americans 1Pestioncd the values of literacy for social
and economic success or improving the life chances of

minorities,

Hbue?er{ a numbor\of-divelopméﬁt! have challenged
the conventional wisdom and created uncertainties about

- the meaning.of the word- literacy, the level-of literacy

required to pass through public schooling or "survive"
economicallg after graduation, and the precise relation-
ship of literacy to various economic and social out-

... .One..development has been. a profound disenchantment

- with the public schools and a widespread belief that,
- whatever.-.-literacy is, the -8chools ere not -inculecating

enough of ‘it inte Amerioan youngsters. Declining test

-8cores, particularly in verbal skills, reading end writ-
-ing,; have contributed.to a- fear. .that the present genera-

- _tion will be unequal to the demands un increasingly. com-.

‘plicated, communications-oriented gociety will make upon
dt, At the .same time, paradoxically, numerous social

thinkers have begun to argue that literscy mey not be as

~‘important - as literate people would 1like to believe.
- Champions of electronic media, for instance, have argued




- that' traditional, print-oriented literacy skills will
---+-S00N:-be--passe, -if-they- are-not-already-(e.g., McLuhan, -
,1969)." Bell Telephone advertisements suggest that let=-
.. ters: are .costly, inefficient. means of doing business.
Talking -computers,” information-processing machines. and
satellite hoockups are predicted to free us from. labor-
some, "linear" ways of communicating, such as reading
and- writing. . Social ecritics 'such as Christopher Lasch
- (1979)""and. Randall Collins ‘(1979) Suggest that ‘advanced
.. industrial society does not need a highly literate popu-
lation- because ‘fewer. and fewer jobs really require the
-careful ""thinking 'associated with reading "and writing.
_ The best evidence that they are- -not needed .lies in the
. . fact, Lasch asserts, that. they are not being produced.

PRSI . _Lasch traces, 1ike Hofstadter. (1963), Boorstein. (1967). . .
and. others,. a steady trend in American educational his-
tory away from standards of high literacy toward trivia-
l1ized "education for the "great army of incapables." Such

a frend.relegates literacy to narrower and narrower do-
mains. : : -

Less pessimistic ecrities, such as Williams (1958),
- .suggest that literacy remains important but not as crite .
miiemer oo oo o—ical--to.-the-quality--of--11fe-as<literate-people-tend:to--- -
believe. Other studies cérroborate this by providing
.evidence that people overrate the literacy demands of
Vel - - .-jobs and underrateé "'human -ingenuity and rescurcefulness.
- Jencks, for example, notes that students who leave high
: school with 8th grade reading $kills are by no means
~ . unemployable: "At . least in economic terms,"-he writes, -
e e e e "the cost of reading at 8th grade rather than 12th-grade-
level 1is quite small"™ (Jencks, -1972, p. 110). A great
many people seem to be functioning well who would be
- jJudged "functionally illiterate” by-one test-or-another,.
.In this connection, too, a point made by Daniel
Boorstein (1967) may be worth. keeping in mind. . When
America had a scarcity of legal and medical learning,
the result was-not -a scarcity -of lawyers and doctors,
. but the development, instead, of new kinds of lawyers
N and doctors, new concepts of law and medicine.

Another development challenging traditional notions
about literacy is a barrage of widely publicized studies
of the relationship between education and success show-
ing--that -education has not markedly closed the gap be-
tween rich. and poor Americans in this century (Blau and
Duncan, 1978; Sewell, 1971; Jencks, 1972; Bowles and
Gintis, - 1976; Brittain, 1977; Dorn, 1979). As some of
the tables in Appendix A reveal, there have been in-

- creases in educational attainment for all Americans, but
these have not always or consistently led to decreases
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in the inoome gap Botueen haves and have nots. . Thus,

- polioy.-makers are oonfronted with some evidence that -

inoreased litersoy trenslates into economic advantage
and someé evidenoe that it does not. And even if they
ohooSe to believe the former, they are also presented
with oontradiotory evidenoe about how schools oca "make
a differenoce." '

. To add to the oonfusion, & revival af pluralist
sooilal theory has fostered the fdea that the literacy
needs of different groups of Amerioons. differ with their
values, langueges, dialeots, traditions and geals, A
oontextual, relatfvistio view of literacy, dafining it
- @8 an ability to manipulate the symbolic code of one's
oulture or suboulture, both broadens the oonecept beyond
reading and writing and narrows it to the needs of a
given individual in a given enviromnment ‘with given
goals. Suoh an approaoh brings sophistication to the
oonoept but frustrates polioy making.

Eaoh of these developments -- confusion about ex-
1sting levels of literaoy, the efficiency with which
Sohools are promoting literaoy, the truys funoction of
literaoy 'in today's and tomorrow's societies, the -rela-
tion between litersoy and wealth or quality of life and
the presenoce of many detinitions of literacy for differ-
ent groups and situations <« oomplicates a matter onoe
viewed as relatively simple. Concurrent with these com-

glioations; however, there remains a_persistent belief -

"that’ we' Know more than enough ebout literacy to’ under-
- stand and promote it effectively. For most people lit-
eraoy means ability %o read and write at ‘a level that
faoilitates smooth entry into adulthood and an ability
to pursue happiness as an -individual may choose to de=-
fine it. At this general level we all feel we know ‘what
literaoy is, we know the schools sre primarily responsi-
ble for teaohing it und we know that it is valuable both
aslgaans to sooial or eoconomio ends or as an end in it-
self, .

The situation a national assessment faces, then, is
this: On the one hand, there is widespread belief that
we know what litersoy 1is, where people acquire it and
how. .1t 18. used; on the other hand, there 1is evidence
~ that beyond e very general definition, literaoy is dif-
fioult to define to everyone's satisfaction, 1literacy
levels and standards are even more oontroversial than
definitions, the oonoept of literacy is changing rapidly
and" there 'is muoh we do not know about. how it is. best

taught and how it translates into particular psychologi-

11



o1, social or economic benefits. The political and

... bracticel implications of this mixture of. knowledge and

““rignorance “for anyone  setting. out to measure ‘literacy

. .over the long term should be obvious.

Literecy Issues HAEPICould,AddrOBS
~ Without Mejor Design Changes

One approach to identifying future roles for a ne-
- tionel sssessment is to détermine what the present Na-
tional Assessment can and cennot do.  ‘If policy makers
decide ‘it ehould do more than it does now or do eome-
thing. different, they can exemine ‘potentiel modifica-
“"tions.” Here we ere conceérned With contributions to un-
derstanding the problem of literecy thet NAEP, uniquely

can meke within its present ‘theoretical and 'pribticai -
constreints. . The word .uniquely must be etressed, for
there is no point in rediil%iTﬁ% NAEP to provide infor=-
mation now availeble from other sources. Many changes
could be made within' the present model to incréase its
contributions, but these will not be considered major.
- Major changes would involve reconceptualizing- NAEP's
role and redesigning the entire model; they will: be con-

sidered in thé next section.

. The current Naticnal Assessment is yell suited to
eddress questions about the distribution of literacy in
America and ‘questions about efficient means of assessing
end monitoring varicus literacies.

The Distribution of Literecies

Estimates of illiteracy or "functional illiteracy"
in America range from 1% to 50% of the adult populetion
(U,8, Census, 1969, 1977; Harmon, 1970; Harris, 19703
Vogt, 1973; Adult Performance Level Project, 1975; Func~
tional Literacy ... 1976; Murphy, 1973; Copperman,
1978; Fisher, ig?ﬁ; Harmon and Hunter, 1979)., The rea-
eon there 1s 80 much discrepancy in estimates is thet
different studies employ different definitions of liter~
acy, different measuring instruments and different sam-
ples of the populetion. If one defines illiterates as
people who are 14 years o0ld or oldar but have completed
fewer than five years of schooling, the figure is 2,8%,
If one defines illiterates as people who cannot perform

cortain reading and writing tasks deemed "functional® by
some group of "experts," the figure can be as -high as

50%. And if one definas literacy as the ability to read

demanding materials with good comprehension and write

12
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.. clear prose suitable to particular audiences, most Amer~
lcans may -be in hot water.: This Babel has impeded ef-

forts to discover the true magnitude of literacy and
illiteracy in. America. , Fortunately, howaver, the Na-
tional Assessment has been broad enough to accommodate a
number of definitions of literacy over the years,

'Should it continue to be defined broadly, it will accoma.

modate a number of .future definitions es well, permita

‘ting the "kind of long=term measurement that has been
-elusive in the past. A brief review of scme major defa

initions of literecy and NAEP design characteristics
should serve to illustrate this particular strength of

‘the Assessment,

. Those who dﬁ}i;énlitiraoy 93 a process see it as an

) intention to make meaning, an attemp 0 understand in-

formation, or a complex of largely unconsciocus psycho-
logical, cognitive and sccial activities == most of
which are beyond the reach of traditional measurement

tools. Those who define it behaviorally list many leva.

e1§=
1. The ability to read and write one’s name.

2. The ability to read such materials as are crit~
lcal to "Msurvival® (i.e., legal documents,
health and safety information, job notices,
application forms) snd to write sufficiently to
fill out forms. o

3. The -ability to perform reading and writing
tasks required for performing one's job satis-
factorily.

4, The ability to read with comprshension a range
of materials for a variety of purposes and to
write .a range of communications for »a variety
of purposes and audiences,

5. The ability to perform (3) and to perform fun-
damental mathematical computations and access
resources such as libraries,

6. The ability to perform (4) and to act aggres-

sively in behalf of one's rights and responsi.
bilities as a citizen.

7. Mastery of fundamental processes of reading,
writing, problem solving, computing, speaking
and listening; and mastary of a core knowledge

13
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base in the soiences and humanities; snd mes-
.tery of basic. tools for study == sufficient to
eneble one to pursue any personel goals in this

-~ . .soclety. . | R
Litereay (1) is ususlly thought of as too minimel

for -the wadern world. -Literscies (2) and (3) embrece e

variety of "functional," "minimal" and "survival™ defi.

. nitions: Literaoies (4) and (5) embrace-likely outccmes
..of -a high school  education. Literaoy. () essumes- an .

TUUadditiEHal T Angredient o f @qtivism. | Literedy  (7) would

- pass. as .the goal of a liberal-education.” Eech of ‘these
‘dafinitions hes e oconstituenoy with & sooiel or eéduce-
‘tionel egenda and e need . for deta. In. eddition to

these, one hears of "scientific," "aonsumer," "ec

onomia," " "historical®” - and- "therapeutio™ "literdcies.

Presumably, one can be liberally educated e¢nd ‘remein

-ignorant about such survivel matters as energy, foreign

effeairs end infletion, or such ‘quality-of=1ife matters

-as_art, music end.philosophy. .. As more.and nmore.- Ameri-. .

cens are educeted out of old definitions of 1llitereay,
the society seems to create new definitions -to- worry .
about., . U7 . - o

 Faced with many definitions and levels of literacy
and the promise of more to.come, one who would assass it

‘over the long run- must. have a flexible end inclusive

instrument. This the Assessment is, by design. Some
important relevant feaatures: ‘

1. Each  assessment eims. . to gather information
about a wide range of oconcarns. The reading
assessment Iinvolves "survivgl" tasks, such as
reading parking tickets, Jjob notices, safety
information asnd the like; but it elso involves
reading editorials, graphs, stories, biog-
rephies and even poems. - The writing assessment

- requires- skill in -filling out forms-and compos-
ing Job agplioation letters; but it also as-
sesses abilities to compose expressive and per-
suasive esssys, write various kinds of latters
and revise first drefts. The mathematics as=
sessment, es well, covars a range. of skills
from the simpla to the aomplex. If, 20 yaars
hence, mathematical 1literacy ("numerascy") is
defined as an ability to parform algebraic
tasks, the Assessment will hava relevant data
from the 19708 because it included algebra in
its early assassments. Had the assessment bean
defined in terms of basics, {t would hav
proven too narrow for long-term use, .

14
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2.

-Should- a genaral literaoy definition expend to

include a smattering of skills aoross a number
of 'subjeot areas, a broad NAEP working in at
least 10 areas oould esoccommodate the expansion.
A more narrowly oonoelved NAEP -- limited to
only reading, writing and mathematios =- would
be less useful {n the long run. In sddition, a
oomprehensiva NAEP permits interdisoiplinary
study of litaraoy == i.e., reading end writing
in the contexts of soience, oitizenship, work
or the arts. Polioy makers must ocarefully as-
sess the long-term oonSequences of a narrowly
oonceived NAEP. While such a program mey ap-
pear to be oheaper now, it could be axtrava-
gantly expensive in terms of the amount of data
lost and the oost of ohronic retooling to ad-
dress short-term issues.

Any single assessment includes, as noted, easy,
as well as diffioult, materials. The Assess-
ment is not tuned to & outoff point to . disarim-
inate among individuals and rank order them.
In addition to this advantage, every assessment

‘inoludes " (or should include) _a_ variety of

items, item "formats, performance tasks and
questionnaires. The ‘writing - assessment re-

" quires writing (meny -writing tests-do not); the

reading  assesament. inoludes . short and long
written responses as well as multiple=ohoioce
questions; the mathemetios assessment also- ine
oludes open-ended response tasks.  All gssess-

 ments gather. information about attitudes as

well as achievement levels. This diversity or
approaoh has obvious advantages over the use of
an instrument %that relies exclusively upon one
type of item or format or response mode, (See
Appendix C for desoriptions of NAEP materials
in reading, writing and literature.)

The very proocess of defining and oreating an

" assessment 13 oconduoive to long-term utility.

The fewer the groups represented in the
objectives- gand ‘éxeroise-development phases,

- the fewer the groups who will find their def-

inition of litersoy in the assessment. NAEP
employs a conSensus. approach that inoludes the

. oonoerns. of .2 wide range of groups, Besides

its obvious relevance to 1long-term utility,

. this approach also serves periodically to bring
' 1nta fdc0s a national perspective on literaoy
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“the mas
. .tation.and. thinking.askills, ..The.group defines .reading.

_ that 1s lmportant in ftself.
4, “The. 'Aasessment samples..three. oriticel -.dge
 groups, .Ideally, it should semple adults as
well, ‘not.only to -put-the results of the.
. ‘sohool=ege. youngsters into.perspeotive, but to

-monitor - oherijes -In' the ‘retes at  WHioh sdults”

. tend"to lose or inorsaseé their litereoy skills.

nIhpaddition;{tha'lssesqmint~sqmpriq¥miﬁgﬁbggug~

. letions -of -3pealsl . intereat; . suoh :es black

. 'Hispanos,: out-of=80hool. 17-yesr=olds and rurel
- inhabjitants <~ all - groups with higheér than av=-

. erege retes of illiteraoy. - As the Assessment .
. enhences 1ts oepacity to enalyze these .groups'
echievements by other variebles suoh es parena-

tel " educetion, “Sodloecoiionio “stetus or dgommu-’ .

nity and -sohool ohareoteristios, its ability to
~monitor--trends for-polioy-relevant—groups will
inorease. _ o G

To illustrate how these feastures ocontribute to lite
eracy analysis, oonsider the following 'situation. " Two
groups of people have.errived et.two different -defini-
tions .of 1iterao

hquTtheg{grpmgpgnk1ng;LuﬁgbﬁpﬁA;§§3331V3ifﬁfﬁfiEdfiby;ggr;
ery of some fundamental reading, writing, oompu=
literaoy -in terms  of " "functional," "literal," 'real
world," "everydey" reading tasks. It defines writihg

- literaoy in_terms.of knowledge of. grammsr.end possession .

of low=level skills suoh as the ability to write a oom-
plete sentence or persgreph oorreotly, 1.8., with oor=
reot spelling, oepitalization and punotuation. It be-
lieves that high sohool graduates should be able to add,
subtrsot, multiply and divide, as well as know basio

mathematioel . faots. - And, when ‘defining 1literaoy in

terms -of the oognitive skills involved in aoquiring it,

the group is interested in the lower ocognitive levels of

knowledge and oomprehension.

Group -B feels that higher-level skills are required
for a meaningful oonoept of literaoy. The group is more
interested in "inferential® reading skills than in lit=
eral’ oomprehension.. It defines writing skill in.terms
of ability to master deep struoture, rather than surfaoce
struoture - aspeots of writing, and ability to address

. different sudiences snd. situstions with the appropriate

strategies. It oonsiders understsnding and application
of mathematios to heve more long-term besring On YOungs
sters'  lives than mastery of lowelevel skills, And,

- 16.
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.T ;uhen;def1n1ng'literaoy'1n terms of the oognitive skills
.1t requires, .the group feela that appliocation, analysis

and  synthesis are oentral to. a literaoy one oan use.

- fruitfully. ™~ How muoh oould the groups® learn from NAEP
‘data? What improvements oould be made to provide them
~with more or better data?

Liieracy A. If group A browsed through NAEP data in
reading, writing, mathematios, soience, funotional 1lit-

.eracy, basic math (double sampled in 1975-76) and lite

eral comprehension (triple sampled in 1974-75) looking
at -both aggregated and exeroise-level data, here is what
they would discover (see Appendix A for & more oonplete
explanation):

1. The vast majority of Americe's 17-year-olds
appear to have oommand of very basio reading,
writing, oomputing and thinking skills.

2. Even when peroentages are as high as 90% on
basic tasks, that still leaves 10% of the 17~
year-olds who may not be able to. perform them,
and that translates into hundreds of thousands
of people ~- not' an insignifioant number.

3. Percentages are muoh lower for minority groups
.. and people 1in 1low-SES (socoiceconomio) oate-
.gories. As basio as Literaoy A is, dispropor-
tionate numbers of people in these groups ap-
pear not to have aohieved it.

k. The situation does not appear to be worsening.
The peroentsge of 17-year-olds posssssing Lit-
eracy A is not deolining, and some groups are -
na;rouing the gap between themselves and the
nation. - .

Literacy B. The reading oomponent of Literaoy B is

defined as possession of "higher-level® and "inferenc-

ing" skills. Although it sounds simple enough to sepa-
rate - those kinds of skills from the "lower-level"
skills, it is not an easy matter. Theorists of reading
comprehension can muddy interpretations of test results
by arguing - that both high~ and low-level skills are

‘:,prphahlyiat-uorkrinrany“aot”of oomprehension. - Students

may--do - poorly “on sc~ddlled literal oomprehension items

-either- - because they laok some low-level skills (e.g.,
~decoding)or:because they laok someé higher-level ones

(e.g., forecasting). Students may perform less well on

.....inferential tasks either beocsusa they laok some skills
_ppculyar_po_ipferenoing or beoause they simply have not

17
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. ing:Literasy A,

~mastered 'the lower .ekills yet. For purposes of this
v, PAPOEs..We. Wi1]l essume thet group B believes Nhigher-level .
. .comprehension. skill is more than the sum of e number of
" lower-level skills. ‘That is, it ihvolvaes some cognitive
.--eativities--thet -are different from those engaged in
- low=level teske.  Consequently, & policy .implicetisn of .
~‘ehanges ‘in "higher=level -processing ‘skills-'is 'that they-
- .aennot be. Impraved simply by teaching the lowsr=level
".8kills,: . Literacy B.cennot be improved Simply by-teach=

A Hi uill make tho'soao'osaumptidn for ﬁriting; mathe~

.ematice, application skills, and analysis and synthesis

skills. ‘Literacy B includes some slements of Literacy A
and 1s somewhet dependent upon it, but it also repre-
sents a different kind of aactivity fosggrod by different

teaching and-loornin; models.
Here 1s whet group B 13 likely to find:
1. Although the mejority of 17-year-olds has ec-

quired Literacy B, a aonsiderable minority =-=
perhaps as many as & third. -~ has not. This -

. translates..into-.perhaps...a--million.-youngsters -

~ about"to enter the job market who laak or -have
“inconSistently mastered skills affecting their
quelity of life and their opportunities.

2. Tﬁé-ﬁifointiéo of 1T-y;ar-§1da in posaesaion of
Literecy B is declining.

3. The percentages are even lower for minorities
and people in lower SES aetegories. And there
are no signs thet the gap between them end the
national population is alosing significantly.

Both groups A and B would be expected to define
their 1literecies carefully; the analysis could be done
using any set of exercises and variebles the groups
choose, They would be expeated to view the results in
the light of other educational and social information.
The point worth stressing is that two concepts of liter=
ecy with different policy implicetions could be pursued

because the assessments have been broad enough to sup=
_EgrE.EEem.q In aaaifionkuangroupmc might heve defined

iveraacy in terms of consumerism, and another might have
defined it in relation to the fine arts. All could find
aomplex -~ which is to say more precise =- data thet do
not exist anywhere else.  No other indices -~ SAT
scores, one~time studles, Gallup polls, ete. == are half

. 80 rich in information.
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oo --Howaver, as things ourrently stand, groups A and B
‘Would not find NAEP. data easy to work with. The analy-
'ses of Literaoles A and B described in Appendix B were
done quiokly by someone thoroughly familiar with NAEP
reéports. - A more carefully constructed,  responsible
study would require a thorough acquaintance not only
with reports but with the NAEP axercise pool, data..ac-.
cess system and analysis prooedures. HNot only would
%raugs A and B lack that knowledge, they would have dif-
ioulty aoquiring it, since there is presently no cen-
tral index of NAEP measures, reports and analyses, This
is only one of several problems the groups would have,

Another problem is that Literacies A and B should
ideally be defined in terms of specific items, not nec-
essarily the same items NAEP aggregated to create its
repoi*ts. Onoe® a group has created such a definition, it
is unlikely that the pool of items will match the pools
used to celoulate the results presented in published
NAEP reports. Group A, for instance, may well find the
Right to Read/NAEP def&nition'of-"functional“ literaoy
different from its definition, requiring new calcula-
tions from new data. .Steps-are underway to facilitate
this kind of analysis through improved data access sys-
tems. Another approach might be to establish special
literaoy packages that, though administered along with a
fulllaSSGSSment, are ‘scored, analyzed and reported sepa-
rately.

Another diffioulty groups are likely to have with
NAEP data is that NAEP percentages are not referenced to
oriteria or desirable levels of performance. A mean of
55% may be oeuse for optimism or despair, depending upon
how one feels about the importance of the exercises it
inoludes. The exercises used for the functional-liter-
aoy study (MAFL) represent an exception to this rule
because they were first judged to be items all 17-year-
- 0lds should know and then referenced to the real per-
formanoe of a group of excellent readers. In order to
wrest polioy implications from a single collection of
sort.

NAEP _baokground variables. may -not - always be the
ohes literacy analysts would use. Groups A and B would
probably be interested in different sets of NAEP varia-
bles and would probably want finer breakdowrs of some
results than NAEP can provide with its present '‘sample,
In addition, they might well want information about mi-
nority groups about whom NAEP has no data, again because

19

24

NAEP items, one would have to establish criteria of. some. ..



greater

y,

e
W

“of sample size.

;z“"Jﬂfﬁfﬁoso'oonsidaf$tions suggest that withiﬁ the pre-
- sent " model, the National Assessment could have even

utility for literaoy studies if some of the fol-

“lowing-measures. are- taken:

1.
"~ . general- acoess -to raw NAEP data and materials.
- In-addition, .some effort to -index .all ‘NAEP ma-

Heliuraa have already been taken to improve

terials. potentially relevant to literaoy stud-
‘1es. would..be most- useful.  The bulk of the
items would be in the areas of reading, writing
and mathematics, but many would also be drawn
from--other--assessment -areas. Such an index
could-constitute a-shopping list with whioh one

..eould .construot- and “explore a definition of

literaoy. Perhaps this is simply an expression
of an overall need for a NAEP exercise classi.
fication -system that cuts across-subject areas -
to ~categorize exeroises along many different
dimensions. _ - _

“Poat.hoc. definitions of- literaoy present probl-..

ems that do. not .exist if literaoy (or- 1ita
eraoies) are defined prior to assessment.
Given sufficient resources, the Assessment
could. conduct g periodic literacy assessment
consisting of reading, writing, oomputing and
other exercises, all of which would be taken by
the  same student or adult.” The present struce
ture of the Assessment provides reading, writ-
ing and mathematics data for different years.
They .are not. assessed together and no single
student performs tasks in all three areas. A
oontinuing assessment along the lines of the
Adult Level Performance Project (1975), but
avoiding some of its pitfalls (Fisher, 1978),
could prove useful.

Consultants involved in the creation of objec-
tives -could be asked to designate ocertain sub-
ghjectives as relevant to. .some:notion(s) of
literacy .in their area. FEaoh subject area
gould then have a specific literacy component
that oould be reported upon separately.

As 1t has with materials from the National Lon-
gitudinal Study, NAEP can include items, sur-
veys or variables from other studies. This
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ubhid tighten the links between NAEP and other
‘sources of Information, broadening the context
within which the deta cen be interpreted,

As resources permit, NAEP can experiment with
alternative measures of literdcy and help de-
termine tc what degree particular approaches
are. assessing literacy, thinking,. werld knowla=
edge, intelligence, rcadin? or all of these,
NAEP can contribute to studies of the validity,
appropriateness, utility and reliability of &
number of instruments, scoring guides and pro=-
gfdures, along lines suggested in the next sec-
on.

NAEP as a Proving Ground
for Literacy Measuree

A common complaint against literacy measures is
that few of them were designed tc assess literacy per se
and many of them are flawed (Nafziger, 1976; FEBEﬁr,

' 1978). 1If there is toc be sustained research into litera.
i acy and continuing- measurement of ‘progress, policy
maker$ need. more--Sophisticated interlocking messures.
The National Assessment 18 a paturel proving ground for
some of this'new technology. Obviously it is not pres-
“ently “well suited for instruments that require experi-
mental control, extensive gne-to=-cne interviewing, in-
tact classrooms naturalistic -nonschool ~settings or
e lengthy tasks.- hor'is“it“!“suitabrl veéhicle for elabo-
rate investigation of individuals or inquiries better
conducted as small group studies. - It is, however, a
developer of ‘large exercise pools used by a great many
people. It has pioneered measurement approaches sither
s too risky or expensive for ocommercisl testers or Fe=
Searchers. When integreted intc the larger network of
literacy research, data gathering and testing, it ocan
try out new technology while increasing its own agouracy
and utility.

: Table .1 1ists 10 foci for measurement concerns in
o literacy and sketches NAEP's past and Ectential gontria=-
e ~ butions. Although the ideas in the table cannot be dis- -
. cussad in detail here, several deserve brief gomment.
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Measurement Fogus

Ganeral ¢co®prahension
casses, |inguistic abi

{ietes

and writing sk{)1s of the

fluent reader

Purposeful use of text in

realistic situwattions

Different{s) performance

on reading subskills

Affactive components of
Viteracy

TABLE 1.

HALP Experience
Yery littls

Some, Skim/scan
study. functional
Titaracy study,

study $k111s ques-
tions, Department
of Labor 1tems

Extens{ve.
bio reading
assassments

Fipst

Soe, A few ques-
tions about atti-
tudes toward
I‘eadil'lﬂ. Titara-
ture, writing

Probloms

Separation of reading and writing

asséssments

Ressarch goa) difficult to inte-

grate into broader assessment

+ Creating realistic Situstions
+ Controlling for numerous vari-

ables

Theopetics) lems with

sub-

skills and their ralationships
Matrix sample hampars andlyses

Definition of subakills contro-

vars{al, o skills definad for
ona assessaant are pelected at
next assasiaent

self report data
* Test sitvation
Matrix sample and stmple depth

Hait analysis

HH

OH‘\‘

NAEP Contributions to Literacy Measurement

Possible Actions

Atsess some reading and writing

= gathew

Analyze Viterature essey perform-
ance by reading "scors” in sims
package

Define Muent patders and cross-~
tabulate on background factors

Des ign spacia) package for study of
Muent resder

Iapossible to do wel) within usual
AsSessment constraints, Regquires
tight)y controlled experivent or

observational Stwdy

Meaningfulness end implications of
results in doubt. P's pead/Lit
Advisory Committee could sponsor
dabate.
Ject

Experimant with varietias of &f-
fective measures (e.9., semantic
differentials, brlnching Sur-
viyS. ong-on-omé Iinterviews

request papers on this sub-

e, e
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6.

7.

Beasyrement Focus

Writing skills beyond
those assessable by
multiple-choice tests

Influence of motivation
on reading and writing
skills

Literacy in work/life "
settings

NAEP Expgrience

« Extensive

:'\"'5. -

TABLE ] -~ C‘antiriued

Prablems

Costs, logistics of open-ended
scoring, complax analyses pre-
sently kesp NAEP from fully
analy2ing 1ts writing data

Survey situation with no op-
?ortunity for feedback or pro-
onged observation. Must rely
on respondents' assessment of
their motivation

No teacher judgment about pupil
mytivation svaflable

Test sftvation rules cut obser-
vational data

28

Possible Actions

- Experimentation with various holis

tic. rubric, primary-trait mpeasure
and techniques for analyzing co-
herence, syntactic fluency, etc.
More validation of scoring pro-
cedures preseatly used

NAEP/NIE sponsored sympesia on
measurement of writing

Increase budget for writing suf-
ficiently to allow full-sample
scoring

Research studies on scoring of
essays over time

Make MAEP's essay bank fully avail
able to secondary researchers

Experimental background questions
almed at assessing motivation
Interviews using branching ques-
tions {as in vears 01 and 02}

Experigent with background question
Complement regular assessment with
several coordinated case studles
Conduct a speclal work/Viteracy
assessment



8.

Meagurement Focus

Specific effects of read-
ing and writing and
Viteracy theory upon
assessment instruments

New maasures -- of atten-
tion; parception; memory;
content expectations;
awWdrenass of Incon9ruities:
ability to predict, chack
and revise text meanings --

© that are useful in 3 sur-

vey context

TABLE 1 -~ Continued

NAEP Exparience

+ £xtensfive, but
undeveloped

» Yery little

Problems

* NAEP has developed reading assess-
ments under diffarent theoretical
umbrellas.
theory lead to a different kind of
reading instrusent from which dif-
ferent kinds of inferences can be

drawn? [f so, in what specific ways?

If not, why not? What inferences

can properly be drawn sbout writing

from primary-trait seasures? What
a& primary traita, textuatly?

t ara the rules for generating
primary-trait definitions and dis-
tinguishing “real® ones from
Yunreal*?

These factors in reading perform-
anceé have recelved attentfion in
research but have not been trans-
lated into test or assessment
items. Some of the problems are
obvious, but most of tham are
unknown

But did psycholinguistic

Possible Actions

» Studies of the NAEP exercise

development process and its effect
wpon the translation of theory dnt¢
seasureaent instrunants

Secondary resedrch fnto psychometr!
differances between assessment
tools developed from differing as-
sumpt tons

Symposfa on undarlying principles
of primary-trait definition. leoiti
wization and measuremant

Closer Vinks batween assessmint de-
vélopars and researchers

3 1a devoted to {dantifying
these research findings with
grestest prowise for assessment
tnchmlo?y

Systematic experinentation with
new measvres

+ Revamped snd enlarged Sample

0. Association of background
» Expanded secondary research pros

characteristics and
achievement in various

+ Extensive work tabs « Ssmple depth and design rule out
vlating and cross- certain kinds of analysis
tabulating back- * Background factors compets with !rm

+ kducation program for users

Titeracies ground factors and achievemant measurss
achievement. Less » Logistics/cost
exparience per- » Tioelinesa

forming analytical
studies

7 90




The mosat obvious problem Table 1 illustrates {s
that many of the questions people have about literaoy
are research questions first, maasurement questions seo-
ond and appropriate large~socale assessment questions
third. The route from the question "What mental pro=-
cesses undergird fluent reading and writing?" to items
designed to answer the question "How many nine-year-old
fluent readers and writers show evidence of using mental
processes A and B?" {s a oomplliosted route., 8Small=scale
researoh must unearth some relstively strong hypotheses,
Somecne must design reliable and valid measures relating
directly or in a chain-like way to the hypotheses. And
someone else must find ways to fit questions originating
in experimental researoh into a desoriptive survey with
a very different methodology, no experimental controls
and numerous goals besides resesrch, This is wyhat the
comment "Researoh goal difficult to 1integrate {nto
?roade;1 fssessment” means in the third column after

oous .

In spite of diffioulties, however, there 18 no rea-
son to believe thast a number of research questions can-
not be oonverted to assessment questions or scoring
schema as part of a long~term effort to improve the pre-
oision and aooursoy of literacy measures. NAEP's writ-
ing assessment, for example, illustrates a very produo-
tive marriage of researoh interests and assessment tech-
nology. There is ourrently considerable theoretical and
research interest in language cohesion and syntactio

fluency. NAEP {s drawing heavily upon that sctivity,
applying to national samples sohema developed on very
small samples or never previously epplied to any essay
samples at all, Information from the third writing as-
sessment will both clarify changes in writing and olar-
ify the utility of new approaohes to the sooring of
. open=-endeéd questions.

Some comments about eaoh measurement focus in Teble
1 and the problems it ralses:

Foous 1. NAEP's separation of reading and writing
poses diffioulties for finding out more
about the characteristics of people flu-
ent (or not) in both areas,

Focus 2. Certain literacy observations should be
made in a realistio context rather than a
test=1ike atmosaphere. NAEP has assessed
skimming and =soanning skills and has
asked students to Imagine specific writa
ing =itustions, but there are obvious
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Foous 3.

Foous 4,

Foous 5.

Foous 6.

Focus 7.

limits to the Kinds of measurss 1t can
employ in this area as it is presently
designed.

Professional disagreement about literacy
subskills or oomponents affects research
and assessment both, To a limited de=-
gree, NAEP should experiment with some
subskill measures Iin eaoh assessment and
ehoourage methodological and theoretical
resesroh using NAEP data tapes. Of some
interest here is the fact that although
there is debate sabout phonics in the
reading profession and debate sbout gram-
mar in the writing field, NAEP assesses
neither phonics nor knowledge of grammar.
Instead, NAEP assessments aim to measure
the overall skills (comprehension and
writing) of which these are oomponents.

Studies of literaoy that probe for moti-
vaetional faotors are somewhat possible
within a large-Scale assessment frame-
work, but they are less than ideal., Stu=
dents ¢an be asked direot questions about
how motivated they are to do oertain
things. The information oould Not be ver-
ified by observation or by teacher re-
ports since NAEP does not assess intact
olassrooms. In the earli years, NAEP
used & one-on-one Iinterview to gather
supportive data. However, the technique
was abandoned as too costly before it was
perfeoted.

wWithin its present constraints NAEP could
ask students to detail their literaoy
needs in and out of school, but this ap=-
proach has obvious drawbaoks. Case stud-
les, integrated into a full assessment,
have been suggested as & possible means
of enriching NAEP data.

NAEP routinely asks questions about atti-
tudes. This is an area where considera-
ble experimentation and improvement
should be possible,

NAEP has experimeﬁted extensively with
ways to milk data out of essays. The
primary constraint in this area has been
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insufficient money t¢ analyze full sam-
ples. Consequently, NAEP has less data
about the writing of blacks, Hispanos and
other groups than it should have.

Focus 8. Theoretioal problems i{n the measurement
of literacy are as 1mg0rtant as the prao=
tioal problems. NAEP needs theoretical
studies of such oritical {ssues as the
consatruct validity of assessments devela
oped under psycholinguistio theory or the
underlying nature and independence of
primary traits. NAEP's ideas need more
exposure and scholarly debate.

Focus 9. Symposia designed to tighten the linkage
between researchers in literaoy fields
and assaessment developers would benefit
both groups.

Focus 10. NAEP has extensive experienoce oross-
tabulating background oharaoteristios and
achlievement {n various literaoies. The
analytio possibilities (as opposed to
cross-tabulation) of NAEP data will be
exploread by staff and secondary ree
Searohers through the new NIE secondary
research progran. Although there are.
analytio opportuni:ie= yet to be taken
advantage of, thers .. ¢ also limitatlons
to what oan be done with the current NAEP
sample and the current approach to pack-
aging and administering items.

Table 1 raises only a few of the oonsiderations
involved in using NAEP as a proving ground for measuree
ment advanoces. The reader is invited to ponder and ex-
pand upon it. Table 2 displays some of the approaches
to literaoy measurement being employed in the current
reading/literature assessment. Note that although there
are muitiple-ghoice gquestions for eaoh of the areas of
aonoern, there are also open-énded, short-answer and
¢ssay questions, as well as survey gquestions aimed at
gathering data about suoh things as reader self-congept
and attitudes.
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TABLE 2, Year 11 Reading/Literature Assessment Literacy Measuras

§§sessment Area

‘unctional tasks/skitls (e.g., schedules, maps,
phonebook, want ads, recipes, bank check
application forms)

tudy skills (e.g,, skim/scan, maps, charts,
graphs, indexes, tables of content, dic-
tionary pagas, card catalogs, encyclopedias)

‘eading comprehension (usin? lexical/proposi-
tional/textual approach, 1itaral/inferential
approach, and explicit/implicit continuum
approach

Higher-level" cognitive/affective responses to
written works (evaluate, analyze, generaliza,
draw inferences, emotional responses)

eading comprehension by genre/passage type (e.g.,
poetry, science, socfal science)

aading comprahension as related to student
background information such as experiential,
attftudinal, readar self-concept, achievement
Jdevel and other demographic variables

tudy skills performance as related to study skills
background {nformation

1€ meane multiple-choice. OF means open-ended.

Exercise FormatéHeasurement Technique
MC* sin »* Short- elf-

Accompanying Answer or  Essay Repor
Handouts or *F{11-In" {Force:
Viguals Choice

X X X

X X X

X X X

X X X

X X X

X X X X

X X X
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Literaoy Issues NAEP Could Address
Only With Major Design Changes

Table 1 brings to light a number of research ques-
tions about literacy that oannot be anawered well or
effiojently within the current NAEP framework. This
raises the question of whether the Assessment should be
reshaped to be a better researoh tool or whether re=-
searoher® should lower their expectations about what can
be done within a given assessment design. In a 1970
discussion of the disappointing results of lerge-scale
program evaluetions, David Cohen czlearly recognizes the
oonflict between a census=like approach to evaluation
and a research approach:

By definition a oensus measurss stasis, |t
quantifies how things stand. If done well, it
can reveel a good deal about the inter=-
oonneotion of social structure; if it reours,
it can throw much light on how things change.
But no oensus can reveal much about change
othaer than its patterns -« probing its ocauses
and dynamics requires rather a different re-
searoh orientation. And nho c¢ensus gan produce
Qualitative data, especially on suoh compli=
oated organizations as schools ... . Using a
oensus as the central evaluation device for
large-scale multipurpose programs assumes that
systematio experimentation is very nearly im-
possible within the large operating programs
and oan best be carried on by clearly distin-
guishing oensus from experimental functions.
It would be foolish to ignore experimentation
== it should Pbe inoreesed =- but it would be
illusory to try to carry It out within pro-
gram;ofhat have other purposes {Cohen, 1970,
p' 1 .

The same distinction is made by Mosteller and
Moynihan (1972), Dyer (1972) and others: informational
needs requiring {fferent approaches oannot bYe met
equally well within a.single program. The polliey ques-
tiocn this fact raises is sketched in the Introduction
but beers repeating here: Should the Assessment =- de=
signed pimarily to provide long-term, census-like data
about deep structure trends -- be redesigned to permit
more enalytical studies, experimental reseerch and tar=
Gezteg?program evaluation? What are the trade offs in=-
volve
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There are oertainly many questions sabout literacy
that NAEP does not ourrently address. For instance,
researohers have very little data about the preoise
level of literaoy that is truly required for personal,
oivio and eoonomio "survivel® in this oulture (Stioht,
19713 Hunter and Harmon, 1979)., We ara no longer even
oertain about the truism that litergoy is raelated to
thinking ability == Soribner and Cole (1978) have oast
doubt upon several versions of that belief, Indeed, the
preoise funotions of literdoy skills in different kinds
and levels of soolety are poorly understood. At the
noment, anthropologioal, ethnographio studies appear to
hold most promise for olarifylng thess and similar mate~
ters. A oensus~like survey like NAEP oould systemati-
oally gather attitudinal or desoriptive data bearing on
these {ssues by asking people how muoh reading and writ-
ing they do, how important these skills are, and so on;
oonoeivably, the Assessment oould even oross~validate
ethnographio oasse studies by looking for similar pat-
terns of 1literaoy aohievement in asimilar demographio
units and fopulations. But these efforts would be sup-
portive only and would not be ocompatible with the leve)
of detail oharaoteristio of ethnographio rasearoh.

The ourrent Assessment is in an equally waak posi-
tion to deal direotly with fundamental questions about
how literaoy is aoquired or how it should be taught.
Researoh into the ecquisition of reading and writing
skills has served to generate as meny questions as an-
swers, Models of the reading end writing prooesses be-
oome inoreasingly elaborate and oomplex with eaoh study
of the payohological, ocognitive, linguistio, semantio or
sooial aspeots of literaoy aotivities., Clearly, the
family, the soolety end the sohools play important roles
in the aoquisition of literaoy askillas. But exactly what
those roles are and how they interaot for different in-
dividuals or groups we do not yet know. Researoh in
suoh diverse areas as ohild development, ocognitive psy-
ohology, egopsyohology, rhetorioal analysis, linguis-
tios, semiotios and tha 300i0logy of education i3 most
likely (if it oen be brought together ooherently) to
olarify our understanding here. The National Assessment
as presantly oonoeived would play, at best, minor, indi-
reot roles. For instanoe, it might spot areas or groups
that displey rapld ohanges in literaoy skills. Follow=
Up studies of such situations oould ooncelvably unearth
important variables or oontexts that elude deteotion by
other means.
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But clear information about how literacy is aoc-
quired or best taught does not come from eross-tabulated
data. It comes from careful experimentation with pains-
takingly ohosen and oharaoterized samples of people in
settings permitting the introduotion of speoific varia-
bles, control groups, follow-up studies, and so forth.
This would require a very different NAEP.
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PART 2
EQUITY

Introduction

History, a rich tradition of political philosophy
and casual observation converge powerfully to suggest
that arbitrary social inequities® arise as people create
political and economic systems with which to balance
diverse needs for power, status, food, happiness and the
1ike; and that societies tend to perpetuate these une=-
qual relationships by creating them anew from one gener=-
ation to the next. Central to the process of perpetuat-
ing or modifying social inequities is a society's educa-
tional system. Thus, it is no surprise that battles
over inequities in America are often fought on educa-
tional turf. But it should also be no surprise that
such battles have seldom ended with unambiguous victo-
ries or defeats. Charged both with educating and sort-
ing children, the American educational system contra-
dicts itself, constantly betrays one or another of its
constituents and can move only haltingly toward goals
Soclety endorses one vear and retreats from the next.

*It is useful to distinguish the word inequality --
which Suggests unequalness -- from inequity -~ which
Suggests unfairness. The argument that all men are
philosophically equal i3 often misunderstood to imply
that all men should be physically, morally or intellec~
tually identical; social programs attempting to insure
that people will be treated equally are then seen as
attempts to insure thalt people will be made equal with
respect to all human attributes.

The word 1insequity removes that confusion by focusing
upon a relation between Individuals and a system of jus-
tice. To say that inequities exist is to say that cer=-

tain groups or individuals are not receiving equal
treatment under laws Intended to apply equally to all
cltizens. The existence of inequalities is not neces-
sarily a bad situation; the existence of inequities,
however, almost always implies a miscarriage of justice.
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Equity studies in imerican education should rest on
8 reelistio model of this complicated system. Suoh a
model must account for a multitude of deolared and un-
deolared progressive and regressive pressures that de=-
fine eduoation's purposes unevenly at different times.
It must acoount for education’s pole in sooielizing,
sorting and stratifying young people; inculoating attie
tudes ocompatible with a competitive eoconomio system and
4 history of some inequit?es; training them 1in very
basio skills; implementing social "reforms"™ that other
institutions do not wish to support; and -- most impor-
tantly =« eduoating children in ways that enhesnoe their
self-esteem, strengthen their abilities to think
clearly, oritically and creatively, and enoourege them
to transoend in their own ways any foroes that might
disoourage their growth or unfairly limit their freedom,
Within thet last function, a realistio model must also
acoount for the uniqueness of individual learning and
teaohing styles, the diversity of environments end Op=
portunities for learning and teaching, the richness of
olassroom interactions and the diffioulties of evaluat-
ing all this with instruments that are both reductive
and vulnerable to the same blindnesses thet permeate the
system being studied.

Researoh based upon an inadequate theoretioal model .
1s likely to discover inequities that ere trivial or
ovarlook some that are oritical; it is also likely ¢to
lead to simplistic oonclusions about the effeotiveness
or ineffeotiveness of schools in general, espeoielly if
its methods are too reductive or simplistio. Thus, 1t
1s inoumbent upon policy makers in eduoation that they
have a synoptic view within which the place of saoh ree
searoh study or evaluation.is as clearly fixed as possi«
ble in relation to every other one., This is a tall ore
der,

That no such view currently exists is obvious to
enyone who ventures into the literature on equity., As
with literaoy, there are conflioting oonoepts involved,
.oonflioting data bases and conflicting findings. It
might be wuseful to review an ‘assortment of aequity
tablea, graphs and statements in order to understand
oonoretely the milieu in which NAEP data exist and the
problems NAEP faces in defining its most yseful role in
that milieu. Appendix B both establishes that milieu
and doouments the pervasiveness of some inequities in
Amerioen sooiaty.
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Trends in EQuity and Equity Studies

The figures {n Appendix B reveal much about both
equity and equity studies. About equity, one learns,
among other things, that:

[ ]

Considerable inequities in educational achieve-
ment, eduoational attainment, oocupational at-
talnment and income exist across American sooi-
ety, and important groups such as women, blaoks,
Hispanos, Amerioan Indians and the poor reoeive
disproportionately low shares of educational and
material weslth.

Blacks and whites have different perceptions of
educational opportunity, as do Northern and
Southern blaoks.

Whites' attitudes toward blaoks have improved in
the last 20 geara (NAEP citizenship data tend to
support this).

Lower peroentages of blaoks and Hispanos than
whites finish high school and college, but the
differences among8 the raoes in educational at-
tainment are shrinking.

Increased equalization of educational attainment
does not appear to have led to increased equalia
zation In oooupational status or inocome. Al-
though subgroups of women and minorities have
made gains in professional fields and inoome,
the overall positions of women and minorities
relative to men and to whites have remained vir=
tually the same.

Educational attainment and {inoome for indi=
viduals seem to relate more to social class end
background and unknown faotors than to suoh
things as aoademio aohievement or general intel-
ligence.,

Indians’, blacks' and Hispanos' achievements are
below whites' aohievement levels, on the avera
age.

Achievement differences between minorities and
whites are oonsiderably less for certain sube
groups suoh as those minorities coming from
homes in which at least one parent graduated
from high school.
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Various of these statements oan be ocombined to make
suggestive speoulations. For instanoce, it appears as if
whitea' attitudes toward minorities might oontinue to
improve over the long run. It appears as if improve=
ments In minorities’ educational attainment will eventu=
8lly be reflsoted in improved aohievement levels for
their children. It appears as {f improved educational
aohievement and attainment will not have muoh direct
effeot upon the relative cooupational status and inoomes
of women and minorities., It appears as if sohools, as
they have been supported and run so far, will not do
muoh to ohange nonsohool inequities., But the data are
only data, and Iif oonditions ohange, one's interpreta-
tion of them might ohange as well,

This sprinkling of examples in Appendix B is also
meant to suggest how diverse are the definitions of eg-
uity, the souroes of data used to assess it and the
methods of aggregating, analyzing and interpreting it.

'Equity hes been defined in terms of aoccess to school

resouroes, opportunity to take advantage of resources,
aohievement in the basics, full eduoational aohievement,
educational attainment, access to the professions and a
more equitable distribution of wealth., Equality of edu=-
oational opportunity has been thought of as providing
adequate sohocol resouroes to enable ohildren from dif-
ferent backgrounds to reaoh the same levels of goademio
achlievement; providing individualized instruotion enabl-
ing each ohild to fulfill his or her potential; removing
racist and sexist attitudes and praotioes from the
sohools; providing ocompensatory programs for minority
ohildren; and all of the above. Data souroces inolude
simple attitudinal polls, sohool surveys, oensus and
labor statistios, standardized tests and personal testi-
mony. Methods of analysis run the gamut from fiotion to
simple desoriptive surveys to multivariete path analy-
ses. Eaoh data souroce has its own measurement limita=
tions and its own anchor in a partioular sample and
point in history. Eaoh analytioal approach has its own
oharaoteristio blind  spots. What we understand about
equit{ we understand by somehow oconneoting these dispa-
rate inquiries to arrive at a general impression.

The entire matter is further oompliocsted by the
faot that equality of educational opportunity is both an
educational and a socolal goal. That is, equal educa=
tional programs aim not only at ohanging eduocation but
at changing socolety through eduocation. Two oonsequences
flow from this faot. & first is that equity studies
are as politiocal as they are soientifio. Eduoational
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. -information presented within & political context that

: threatens . existing power and status relationships will
be perceived and responded to politically, not rational-
'ly. .- The second consequence is that equoaéiqnal:informa-
tion. alone will never be sufficient to judge the success
- of.a social goal, It is quite’'posiible for inequities
:..t0 "diminish while measurable eduocational outcomes for
minorities remain at a constant level, It is equally
possible for important inequities to. persist even though

 measurable educational outcomes for minorities improve,

© Unlike pure research driven by the curiosity of the
researcher, equity research has been driven primarily by
-institutional policy needs and major social policy ques-
tions.  When theé courts defined equity in tarms of equal
educational opportunity, interest focused upon .finding
those school factors most responsible for differential
academic performance so that their availability could be
equalized. -The question at hand dictated the methodol-
08y -- various kinds of factor analysis of school. and
-nonschool inputs thought to beer on performance. Sev=
eral major researohers (Coleman, 1966; Jencks, 1972;
Bowles and Gintls, 1976) found the nonsohool variables
they selected contributed more to the achievement meas-
ure they selected than did the school resources they
selected, spawning resnelyses of the data, new studies
and a widespread misapprehension that "sohools don't

make a difference.”

. The trend in recent years has been elither to try to
show these researchers "wrong" by discovering signifia
cant school factors or to further clarify the nonschool,
structural factors that contribute to inequality, In
either case, researchers employ multivariate analyses
liberally in order to create causal models or reveal
unsuspected relationships with potential policy rele-
vance.

At the same time, however, equity studies have
drawn heavily upon desoriptive data bases such as the
U.S. census and the U.S, Depertment of Labor statise
tics. In On Egualit of Educational Opportunity,
Mosteller and MoynIhan ¥f§7§5 100K to NAEP as e correc~
tive to some of the flaws inherent in the "one shot®
Coleman study. Not only could YAEP provide the trend
data Coleman sorely needed, but it could be a clean
source of group achievement data and it could offer a
much broader range of measures than the limited stan=
dardized tests Coleman used. Henry Dyer, elsewhere in
the same book, terms NAEP a useful "descripiive" study,
which he distinguishes from anelytical and experimental
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- studies aimed at establishing input/output relationships
‘end evaluating interventions.

Thﬁﬁ, NAEP can contribute to our understanding of
equity problems both as a source of descriptive data and
as an opportunity for certain kinds of analysis,

NAEP's Contributions to Equity Studies
as & Source of Descriptive Data

Certain groups may be receiving more hours of in-
struction than others, better books, preferential treat-
ment, more encouragement to pursue certain career op-
tions or to alm for college. 1Inequities might show up

"in cognitive achievement but not in attitudes, in mathe-

matics but not in music, in writing mechanics but not in
prosé expressiveness. Hispanos in certain communities,
types cf schcols or sociceconomic situations may be per=
forming certain kinds of tasks better than all Hispanos
cr cther groups. We. cannot prediet where ineguities
might crop up or which ones will prove to be of critical
importance to the next generation. It may appear today
that . inequities’ in ‘reading comprehension ‘achievement -

levels are of greatest importance, but 10 years from now .

the ;public .may .be. more-.concerned. about .inequities- in
pecsitive social attitudes. As long as-the schools per-
form mahy different functions and teach a variety of
Subjects ocrucial both to later life employment and later
life enjoyment, an ideal assessment should remain broad.
Will the elimination of significant group differences in
low-level reading skills be a worthwhile accomplishment
if the price is greater group differences in understand-
ing history, the arts or civie duty? A broad descrip=-
tive base offers the best hope of collecting the data
needed in the future in order to address such issues.

The current Assessment describes the performance of

~ important groups such as blacks, Hispanos and women.
However, the sample is not large enough to .include Ori-

entals, "boat pecple™ or any number of groups that cur-
rently meet.with unequal treatment in the sci  >ls or may
one day be policy.relevant. Nor 1s NAEP's - :iple large

enough to permit more precise characteriza: -ns of the

sroups it ‘now reports on. When interest s..fts from
blacks" to "blacks in the Southeast," NAEP cah be help-

."ful.’ ' But a further shift to "placks in the Southeast
. whose parents attended college," or "suburban blacks in
- the West," strains NAEP's present capabilities. Equity

studies are moving increasingly in this direction as the
eccnomic and human importance of making such distine-

37

12



tions beoomei'more,apparent.

~ In addition to broad coverage of subjects and
groups, the Assessment must also aim for coverage . of
desoriptive variables that both order the data in sig-
nifioant waya and facilitate analytical studies. ' Table
3 lists the background variables oolleoted in the. Year
11 reading/literature assessment. Most of the variables
break into meny categories. For instance, there are
nine oensua regions, eight oategories of television ex-
posure and  seven methods of identifying students for
remedial reeding programs.: When all these disorete
oategories are . added together, there are more than 100
Ssohool-level and more than 50 student-level: .variables
for 17-year=olds. Thus, the results of any given read-
ing exeroise oould conceivably be reported in terms of
more than 150 groups of schools or people. In- addition,
any given exercise, exercise part or cluster of ‘exer-
olses oould serve as a variable by whioh to examine re-
sSults of '‘any other -exercise, -exercise part or oluster.
3ino¢ there are more than 450 items in the 17-year-old
reading/literature assessment, there is a crnceivable
600 x 600 variable matrix before one even begins to ope-
ate variables by clustering. TIf NAEP did nothing more
than tabulate these results over time it would still be
performing a unique and invaluable descriptive service.

National Assessment'’s value as a rich deseriptive
data base is determined by the inclusiveness of its as-
sessments and variables, the descriptiveness of its var-
iables, the amount of access people have to the informa-
tion and the amount oOf cross~-tabulation its sample per-

mits. Eaoh faotor deserves brief comment.

Inolusiveness. The more equity relevant groups and
variables inoluded in the Assessment battery, the more
relevant NAEP will be to equity studies. However, some
important trade offs must be kept in mind. An overly
elaborate grincipal's questionnaire could affeot either
sohool partioipation or the accuracy of the data. A
lengthened student background questionnaire cuts into
assessment time because every minute spent answering
baokground questions is a minute not spent answering
aasessment questions. Oversampling minority groups for
inoreased preoision can lead to deolines in the preci-
sion of national estimates. And,-of course, inclusive-
ness 1s not a virtue in itself; the trick is to include
the pright variables. Presumably, smaller-scale studies
woul ¢ the source of new, potentially fruitful varia-
bles and prinoiples of organization or tabulation.
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TABLE 3.. Background Varfables Collected in the
Year 11 Reading/Literature Assessment

‘ Data Source
el e g

A1 ages '

Region (4) X

Census regfon {9) ‘ X

Public/private control of school X
- Eg;gllgﬁgz and average dafly X

Community size X X

Community type X X

School occupational profilé X

School racfal/ethnic mix X

Title 1 eligibility; mmber of
students served

Librafy size, aéceésibiljty

Sources of reading material

MK O x>

Instfuctional methods and materials

?ﬁailability of in-service train-
ng

>

Remedial reading program X
' ‘Percent of students served
- Type of. personnel
- Methods of student fdentification
Reading enrichment classes X
Educational matérials at home
Parents' education level

Television eprsure

L - L

Bilingual home
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TABLE 3 -- Continued

School

Data Source
uden

e Official

Race
éex X
Grade in school X
Birthdate (month,year) X
Kind of reader
Easy/hard reading tasks
Kindergarten attendance

Ages 13 and 17
Time -spent on hoﬁework
State of residence at age 9

Age 17 only
Required English {nstruction X
Curriculum offerings (language arts) X
Advanced placement, honors programs X
SES index (things in the hoﬁ:e)
Mobility {ndex
Famfly size, birth order
Race
Instructfonal methods and materials

State of residence at age 13

40

S D% D D D

ECS
staff

X



- Desoriptiveness. To the extent that any baockground
.questions sre ambiguoue, out of date, too abstraot or in
any other way remote fron realit{, the deta they gener-
ate will be that much less useful. 1In addition, survey
questions have well-known limitations that effeot the
renge of inferenoes that oan safely be drawn from them.

Descriptions of the world are judged according to
their oompletenees and their sensitivity to importent
distinctions. There are many different kinds of blacks
Hispanos and Indians in many different sociceducational
settings. The more distinctions NAEP oan make about
' suoh groups, the more useful it will be. In the past,
NAEP has oross-~tebulated race by region, race by Title I
¢ligibility of school, race by grade in school, race by
percentage of white students in school, race by sex,
reoe by parental education and & number of other varia-
bles., Currently, NAEP is exploring cross-tabulation by
high= and low-performanoce group8. The more cross clas-
sification done, the more desoriptive the data. The
limit to eross classifiocetion is, of course, sample size
and stratification.

Access to the Data. It is one thing. to have mil-
1ions of data points to organize ‘and croas-tabulate, but
it is another thing to-absorb or work with them, Here a
NAEP. strangth -« @ wealth of desoriptive data -~ i3 also .
& weakness. There is too much to deal with, aven after
oategories are ocollapsed and data are reduced to manage~
able, reportable proportions. Current efforts both to
make raw data more accessible and to train others how to
use it will help, but .as it agee, NAEP will always need
new technologies and programs for making the data maxi-
mally availeble in many forms.

Interpretation of Descriptive Data. All . the NAEP
data gathéred so far could cohoelvabiy be tabulated and
oross~tabulated according to all imaginable useful clas-
sifications and made availeble to every intereeted per-
son in- America. But the question of what such descrip-
tive date mean can only be answered conditionally. NAEP
- data desoribe peroentages of- people who oan do ocertain
things under certain ciroumstances, and chsnges in those
percentages, They answer a limited number of simple
questions well, e.g., "I8 reading achievement deolining
or improving?" - But the data need to be placed in other
oontexts, linked to other kinds of data and interpreted
in terms of other frames of reference to play their
strongest role in shedding light on American education
and culture. Interpreters of NAEP data must constantly
be made aware of the difference between oross-tabulated
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and experimental data. It is one thing to note that a
sohool with program A produced higher performanoce than a
sohool with program B; it 1s another thing to experimen-
tally introduce program A into equivalent sohools, oen-
trol ell relavant faotors and oonolude that the program
is responsible for higher performanoe.

This intransitivity of NAEP desoriptive data re-
quires partioular attitudes and approaohes to data that
are oloser to thoss of the historian than the experimen.
tal soientist. The responsibility for clarification
falls as heavily on tha inquirer as it does on the data
souroe. Rumination, disoiplinad observation and explor-
atory anelysis oan pey dividends with descriptive data,
though' they may seem "unsolantific” to researchers who
ere gooustomad to experimental studies, hypothesis test-
ing and oonfirmetory anelysas (see Cronbach, 1973;
?8$§§1Ier and Tukey, 1977; Tukey, 1960, 1977: Burton,

NAEP's Contributions to Equity Studies
83 a Souroas of Analytioal Date .

Analytioal studies involve searohing for relation-
ships between aspeots of the aducational system and its
produots.: Thay are more deoision-oriented (Cronbach,
19733 Dyer, 1972), more often tied to speoific polioy
quastions and more oftan dependent upon multivarite
. analyses than desoriptive studies. NAEP's cross-

tabulations have an enalytioal quality, but it is best
to reserve the term for studies that aim primarily to
establish degrees of relationship between oomponents, or
proocedures (1like balanoing), designed to correct for
disproportionalities of group oharaoteristics among the
groups NAEP samples,

Beoause fulfilling NAEP's descriptive mission eco-
nomioelly oalls for a stratified multistage cluster sam-
?le with uneaqual grobabilities of selection, its complex

clustered, weighted) data base does not meet the random
sampling assumptions underlying many statistical analy-
ses. As a oonsequenoce, traditional analytical approach-
88 to NAEP data are neither straightforward nor inexpen-
sive. The speoifio problems this situation poses for
oertain anglytioal approaohes are described in detail in
Issue Paper #7. Here our attempt is only briefly to
desoribe analytioal studies that could enhance under-
standing of equity issues. They are of two types: cor-
relational analyses and general linear model analyses.

ye
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Correletionel analyses. Although NAEP's data set has
a oomplIo.Eed, {ncomplete coveriance structure, it 1is
nonstheleéas poasible to examine relationships of re-
-sponges. to varlous sets of axercises emong and between
verious groups of people (e.g., women, blacks, any group
sufficiently sampled). NAEP staff have conducted some
limited principal component analyses and canonical cor-
relative enalyses (e.g., Knight and Johnson, 1978), but
not. with regard to any equity i{ssues, Moat recently,
-Jene Armstrong oconducted a correlational Study of an
important equity issue (Armstrong, 1980). Using NAEP
date in part, Armstrong anelyzed the influence upon
women's mathematics participation and performance of
numérous factors Such as sex-role stereotyping, cereer
plans, attitudes toward mathematics, parental influence
and socloecononic status. However, Armstrong's Study
was & special effort employing a speciel sample, admin-
istration and questionnaire., It was not based upon NAEP
dats previcusly collected in the usual way.

Genersl 1lineaer model analyses. Assessment results
estimate relative levels of achievement for Subpopula-
tions-such as:‘blacks -or. people:living in the Southeast.
Interpretations of these group percentages, however, can
be misleading in several ways. --The:label "Scutheest"
should not be taken to mean that performance is solely
the result of the fact that respondents live in the
Southeast., - A large fraction of respondents in the
. Southeast heppen to live in rural areas, Consequently,
- size=and-type-of=community effects may appear to be re-
" glonal effects., Similarly, persons whose parents went
beyond high school are more numercus in affluent commu-
nities than in the country as a whole, and persons wvhose
parents had nc high school are more numerous in rural
communities., In this case, parental-education effects
?ay be masqguerading as size«snd-type=of=community ef-
acts, '

: Confusion about group effects arises when the mix-
ture of characteristics {s unbalanced. from one group to
another., NAEP's weighted probability sample automati=-
cally preserves this imbalance in {ts percentage esti-
mates..  "Balancing" is e linear model technigue that
simultanecusly adjusts a set of subgroup proportions to
the national average {(Tukey, 1970; Larson et al, 1973;
Larson. and Searls, 1974), - When results for blacks are
~balanced to account for the fact that disproportionate
numbers of them reside in the Southeast, live in inner-
city environments and are in less than modal grades, the
black .deficit is usually ecut in half. That s, 1if
blacks' unbalanced difference from the national level of
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performanoe {s 16 points, the balanced percentage {is
- usually around 8 points. This is just another way of
saying that roughly half the blacks® difference can be
sooounted for b{ the rather gross measures of such fac=.
tors. inoluded in the assessment as residence, living
patterns and home environment, o

: The National Assessment should report more balanced:
results then it now does, but two considerations should
be kept in mind. First, balanced results are hard to
interpret. NAEP does not olaim that such variables as
"low metro" are very preoise, but when it Psubtracts®
low metro from blaoks’ performance it gives the appear=
ano¢ that it has aooounted for all of the detrimental
effeots of living in an impoverished urban environment.
When several of these faotors are accounted for and
blaock/whites’ differences remgin, what inferences can be
drawn? That the residual difference is school caused?
That it represents differing attitudes toward tests?
Balanoing olarifies some. aspeots of the equity problem
but it raises new questions at the same time.

The seoond oonsideration is that while balancing
dramatizes the oomplex interaotions that influence dif-
ferential aoedemio performance, it does not reflect re-
ality. Balanoing asks what if blacks appear in NAEP’s
variable oategories {n the same proportion that a npa=
tional population does? But blacks do not appear in
these proportions. Nor (s it necessarily true or even
desirable that they must do so.

Balanoing is one example of a multiple regression
analysis teohnique applioable to the NAEP data base.
There are others. Mullis (1979) adopted (Coleman’'s
(1975) regression and path analysis procedures to citi-
zenship, socoisl studies and mathematics data collected
in 1975-76 to ea%imate relative school effects for 17-
year-olds. Noe (1978) employed a similar approach to__
study the relationship between oertain attitudes toward
soienoe and performanoe on oertain science assessment
items. No equity-related studies of a similar kind have
yet been undertaken, but there is no reason why they
oannot be, whenever sample size permits. Representation
of equity groups i{n the NAEP data remains one of the
ﬂgsg oritiosl faotors that limit analytical work of this

nd.
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PART 3

NEW DIRECTIONS FOR NAEP:
THE - TRADE OFFS

The following table (Table 4) 1ists suggesticns for
changes in NAEP to improve its contributions to our un~
derstanding "of - the problems of 1literacy and equity.
Most of the suggestions have been discussed in the pre-
ceding pages; others are mentioned .to stimulate further
thought. The table should be seen mors 8s an 1l1lustra-
-tion of the kinds of thinking that have to be done tHun
as a definitive statement about probable consequences of
changes in the Assessment.
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APPENDIX A
TRENDS FOR TWO KINDS OF LITERACY

Following 1s a discussion of the two literacies
defined in Part 1.

Literacy A

1. Once some problems accessing NAEP information
have been dealt with, group A will find that over 90% of
the nation's 17-year-olds ocan perform "funotional” read-
ing tasks (Functional Literacy ..., , 1976). Exercises
assessing "Jiteral” oomprehension Skills in the 1970 and
1975 reading assessments indicate that the vast majority
of teenagers oan read at this level and the perocentage
is not declining a3 some education critics have olasimed
(Reading Change, 1970-75: Summary Volume, 1978)., Stu-
dents from rural areas and small towns are improving as
are those in the East South Central region. (Alabama,
Kentuoky, Mississippi and Tennessee), Southeastern stu-
dents in predominantly blaok schools appear to do worse
than those in schools with 20 to 90% white populations.
In a11 studies, girls perform better than boys; students
from homes in which a parent had post high school educa-
tion perform better than those from homes in whioch nei-
ther parent attended high sochool; students from high-SES
districts performed better than those from low-SES dis-
tricts; and 17-year-olds 1in the 10th grade performed
cgnsiderably behind (13 points) the age group as a wha-
ole,

2. National Assessment has not tested knowledge of
grammar and grammatioal faots, so group A may be disap-
pointed on that score, It may also find NAEP's prefera-
ence for desoriptive, rather than prescriptive, treat-
ment of writing difficult to adjust to., "We're not ine
tercsted in the characteristios of the essays,”" they are
likely to say, "We Just want to know how good they
are." Quality is, in fact, defined for many wr ng as-
signments, but the job of aggregating all the per-
centages from task to task is left to the reader, and it
can be bewildering. Only 17% of the teenagers eappear
able to write a satisfactory job application, but 54%
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can write a competent essay about a plecture. What does
this mean?

NAEP’s report, Writing Meghanics (1972), provides
some data about Literacy A. 1he J7-year-olds made be-
tween two and three punctuation errors per 100 words;
about one sentence fragment, run-on sentence and agree-
ment error per essay; and about two misspellings per 100
words. The error rates were highest, of course, for the
worst writers, inflating these figures. Two-thirds of
the average and good writers had no capitallzation er-
rors, three-~fourths had no sentence fragments or run-on
sentences and over 90% made no paragraphing errors.
These are not particularly alarming figures. And, al-
though the sample essays included In the report do not
inspire excitement about basic writing ability, neither
do they lend support to the belief that a great many
17T-year-olds cannot write a simple sentence. The
telephone~book sized report Selected ESsays and Letters
(1972), a collection of almost 10,000 writing samples
from the first assessment, presents writing information
in the most concrete way possible., Since it provides
data about sex, race, community and parental education
for each essay, it permits any number of analyses.
Group A would probably feel that the majority of teen-
agers is doing relatively well with mechanics, but {t
would probably be stunned by the problems that appear in
@83ays judged to be of low quality (the bottom third of
the distribution). Much work to be done here.

Writing Mechanics, 1969-74 (1975) does not directly
address the concerns of group A as much as the earlier
writing mechanics report does, It does, however, com~
pare writing from two different assessments and finds
the more recent writing lower 1in gquality. Surface
structure characteristics of the writing do not appear
to have contributed much to the decline, so it is safe
to say that the relative occurrence of misspellings and
errors of punctuation, capitalization, word choice and
the like remains about the szme. What the results did
suggest would be of greater interest to group B, for
there are indications that the decline in quality was
due to deep structure problems such as incoherenoe, the
amount of modification taking place and (a problem iden-
tified in the earlier report) understanding of the con~
ventions of written English.

3. Math Fundamentals, a 197% report on the first

mathematics assessment, establishes that well over 90%
of the 17~year-olds could perform simple addition and

about 85.90% could perform simple subtraction. Between
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80 and 90% oould multiply and divide, although the per-
oentage wusuvally dropped when decimals were involved.
Simple computation with fractions and integers proved
more diffioult, but peroentages were 1in the 70-80%
range, nevertheless, Whenever computation involved
translation (e.g., word problems), the results were
lower for different groupe,

The reoently reported results from the second math-
ematios assessment do not reveal a marked decline in
these fundamentals, Although there was an overall 5%
decline in skills, most of it was caused by declines in
algebraic and fraction computations, not in simple addi-
tion, subtracticn, multiplication and division, Liter=-
gcy A may not be advanoing, but neither 18 it losing
ground. There are still marked group differences worthy
of attention, however. Although younger blaoks seem to
be closing the gap somewhat, the 17=year-olds remain
oonsiderably below the nation,

4, Bloom's Taxonomy of Eduoational Objectives ...
Cognitive Domain (1974) distinguishes several leveiLs of
oognitive abllity, ranging from knowledge (the lowest)
to comprehension, application, analysie, synthesis and
evaluation (the highest), When science questions were

classified aooording to the cognitive abilities required

to answer them, the result 1is the pattern of group dif-
ferences shown in Table A-1,

TABLE A~1. Group Differences From National Level
of Science Performance by Cognitive Level

Knowledge Comprehension Application Analysis and

Synthesis
Whites + 2.2 + 2.4 + 2.8 + 3.3
Blacks -13.4 -14.4 -~17.0 ~19.6
Hispanos - 9.5 =10.2 -11.5 -12.3
No high school - 7.4 - 7.3 - 8.7 ~ 9.4
Post high school + 4.6 + 4.9 + 5.3 + 5.7
Lo" metl"o ‘11.8 ‘11-3 -1300 "143?
High metro + 4.6 + 4.4 + 4.2 + 5.5
Big city - 5.1 - 5.4 -~ 6.2 - 6.8
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If we presume that Literacy A is defined more in
terms of knowledge and comprehension-level skills {with
scme application), then there are considerable differ-
ences at even the most basic level. Mere worrisome to
those interested in Literacy A, however, is that differ-
ehces become greater as one moves from left to right,
f.e., up the skill ladder. It becomes clear that even
Literacy A has some components that are more troublesome
than others. 4And uyhile watohing the gap between the
"haves" and the "have nots" widen with the difficulty of
the task, some Literacy A proponents may take a greater
interest in Literacy B, where differences appear to be
most extreme,

Literacy B

1. The results for higher~.level comprehension
8kills are lower than they sare for lower-~level skills.
John Mellon (1975) transformed each NAEP inference item
into a declarative statement the students had to com-
plete by choosing the correct answer., 1In doing so, he
found that the more words per T-unit (main clause or
sentence) there were in a statement, the lower the per=-
centages of success on the inference items. For in-
stance, the average percent correct for statements with
13 words per Teunit was 91.6%; 14.3 words per T=-unit,
79.4%; and 17.3 words per T-unit, 56.2%. Thus, infer-
ence results are confounded with syntactic complexity,
vocabulary and other aspects of the question asked, and
group B would be well advised to define its literacy
more precisely. Fewer 17-ysar~o0lds show skill in com=
prehending reading materials that require a gertain
amount of inferencing =~- for example, recognizing that
an author {s making contradictory claims or inferring
from a television schedule that if one {s watching pro=-
gram A he cannot be watching program B, Since many
"functional” eading materials ~- warranties, guaran-
tees, insurance policies, loan agresments, etc, == re-
quire complicated inferences, these lower percentages
bear directly on the practical effects of illiteracy.

As was the case with Literacy A, advantaged groups
tend tc perform better than dissdvantaged. But for Lit-
eracy B, the gaps are even wider. The black/whites'
difference for all reading exercises, for instance, {s
14 points; for the inference exercises, it i{s 24 points.
The gaps between the no-high=school and post-high-schocl
groups and the low-metro and high-metro groups are slso
larger.
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Although, as noted earlier, 1low-level reading
skills do not appear to be deolining, higher-level
skills are. The deoline of 17=year-olds' reading per-
formance between 1970 and 1975 i{s almost entirely at-
tributable to lower peroentages of sucoess on inferen-
tial comprehension items. This is some support for the
contention that the two literaoles are different in
character and probably require different polioies and
strategles.

2. Group B defines writing 1literaoy in terms of
ability to master basio syntaotio and rhetorioal oconven=
tions. As 2 minimum the group would expeot 17-year-olds
to be able to write ooherently in a number of different
situations (e.g., school, work, family) and a number of
different modes (letter to the editor, letter to a
friend, simple book report, interoffice memo, eto.).

The first writing meohanios study (1972) seemed to
show that most papers written by 17-year-olds showed
"mastery of basics.” Nevertheless, there was a oonsider-
able difference between the "middle quality” and the
"high quality" papers, consisting primsrily in the bet-
ter writers' apparent abllity to choose among & number
of varlous constructions instead of being limited to few

or no choices,

The second writing assessment suggested that the
factors that contributed most to the lower quality of
17-year-~olds' uriting were not surface struoture fea-
tures such as spelling, oapitalization, and the 1like.
Rather, the decline wa$ most probably caused by ine
ereases {n the number of run-on sentences and awkward
constructions, coupled witr dearreases in the use of oom-
pPlex sentences, modifioatior _nd conventions eritical to
maintaining coherenoce. The second assessment also
showed considerable variation in the peroentages of stu-
dents able to write for different purposes and gudi-
ences. This suggests that 3 good many teenagers proba-
bly do not have flexible writing skills that can be var-
" fed as situations diotate.

As in reading, then, Literaoy B in writing is de-
c¢lining. It is important to note that the deoline is
entirely accounted for by middle- and low-quality write
ers, There appear to be as many exoellent writers as
there used to be. Thus, the deolines in Literacy B are
not declines in advanoe or esoterio skills, useful only
to elite writers. They are declines thaé affeot the
average and poor writers who oonstitute the vast major-
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ity.

3. Recent Congressional testimony has suceinetly
summed up the ¢trends in mathemalics. Edward Esty:
"One, most children can do simple whole number computa-
tions accurately; two, there are weaknesses in more dif-
ficult computations with fractions, decimals and per-
cents; three, children have more difficulty in applying
computational skills than they do with the skills thems-
elves; and four, there are weaknesses in higher-level
skills" (Subcommittee, 1979). Shirley Hill: "The ines-
capable conclusion to be derived from the results of the
second national assessment of mathematics is that there
1s a critical need for attention to higher-order cognie-
tive skills. Reasoning, analyzing, estimating, select-
ing appropriate information and inferring -~ these are
basic skills that are essential to the effective applie
cation of mathematics" (Subcommittee, 1979).

4, The third science assessment indicated that
17-year-olds’ level of performance continues to deecline.
- However, it is declining fastest in the area of physical
sclience. The majority of questions asked about physical
science involve application, analysis, synthesis and
evaluation skills. 1In biology, which showed a slight
slowing of the drop, the majority of questions involve
knowledge and comprehension. Thus, there are grounds
for suspecting that the science results reflect the same
decline in Literacy B skills that the other assessments
show. And, as Table A=1 reveals, group differences are
greatest at these higher levels.
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APPENDIX B

A SAMPLING OF EQUITY
GRAPHS, TABLES AND STATEMENTS
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2. White Atritudes toward Blacks

Percentage Agrering

Seatement 1963 1971 1978

Blacks have less ambition than whires 66 52 49
Blacks are more violent than whites NA 36 34
Blacks wanr to live off the handour 41 19 16
Blacks™have less narive intelligence 39 37 15
Blacks breed crime 35 iy iy
Blacks cate less for che family than

whites 3t i6 18
Blacks ate inferior 10 white people 3w 21 13

Source: The National Conference of Christians and Jews. **A Study of
Amitudes toward Racial and Religious Minotities and toward
Women,"” November 1978, p. 16. Conducted by Louis Harris and As-
sociates.

From: Dorn, E. Rules and Racial Equality. p. 5l.

3. Percentage of Population 25 to 34 Years Cld Who
Complered 4 Years of College or More, by Race and Sex

Black White
Vear Total  Male  Female  Tortal  Male Female
teéo 41 4. 40 11.9 15.8 B.3
1966 §.7 [ ¥ 6.1 14.8 18.9 184
Lg7e 6.1 5.8 6.4 4.6 0.9 21
1974 8.1 8.8 7.6 1.8 14.9 17:2

Source: CPR, P-23%, no. 54, table 6.

From: Dorn, E. Rules and Racial Equaiity. p. 40.
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4. Years ¢f Roguiar Schooting Compiated by Differant Popuiation Groups

- Standard Coatficient
Group Mewn Davistian of Variation {Madian)
All Ingividuals
Borm:  1895-1904 890 176 042 {48
1905-1914 854 363 037 {105}
1915-1924 10.88 330 030 {122}
1925-1934 11.47 3zl 028 {123}
1935-1939 11.80 252 025 (12,5}
1940-1944 1220 280 023 (126}
Malss
Soim: 1895-1%04 .77 3ss 0.44 { &N
1940-1944 1239 3.00 024 {128}
Femalcs
Borm  1355-1904 8596 365 oAl { &5}
1940-1944 11.59% 257 021 {125}
Whitsa
Sorm  1895-1904 §.18 165 0.40 { 85}
1940-1944 1231 277 022 (126
Biacks
Barm:  1895-1904 591 Ars 054 ¢ &1)
1940-1944 1110 2 025 (122

Source: Rows 1~14 wers derived by Norma Raines for CEPR from U8
Bureau of the Census “Educational Atwinment in 1969 Table 1. In eateniating
meant and standard deviatiors ipdividuals feporied as having O to 4 yesrs of
school were atlocaied as follyws: 35 percent 1o 0 Years, 24 percent fo 1.5 years,
30 percent to 1.5 veary. Indiviuugls reporting $ or more yeary of collega wera
altocated as follows: 50 percent to 17 Years, 25 percent to 18 years. 29 prrcent to
19 yoars. Preschooling is excluded. Baverly Duncan obtained fractionully lowes
meanmt Using slichty diffecent assumplions {3co ber “Trends in the Ouiput and
Distribution of Schaoling™).

From: Jencks, C. et al, Inequality: A Reassessment of the Effects
ng

of Family and Schoo n rica, p. 21,
5. Percent of degrees awarded to females, by level of degree: School years

ending 1968, 1970, and 1977

Leyef of

degree 1965 1926 1417
. Percent
Bachelot's......... 2.4 4.1 45.1
Master's........... 1.8 39,7 ant
Doctor's........... 10.% 13.3 1.3
First-professional.. . 3.4 5.0 18.7

SOURCE: U.S. Dapartmant of Haaith. Education, and
Wellate. National Centar for Education Statisiica,
Projections of Education Stalistics to 1988-87, 1978,

From: The Condition of Education, 1979 Edition, p. 230.
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6.

Percent of persons 25 years old and over completing at least 4 years of high school, by age

and raclal/ ethule group: 1977
Pércent by ags group
Racial/ethnic 25 k'] kL] 45 55
group ot fo 29 (LR tndd & o84  andover
Total...ooooovvs 6.9 85.4 8.0 7.6 64.3 56.2 .5
White............. 6.0 86.8 &.6 75.8 6.5 59.3 387
Black.,....... ... 453} 7.5 61.2 55.7 35.6 6.1 14.8
Hispani¢ origin ... 39.6 58.1 8.0 a0 3.0 2.7 16.2
Male............... 5.6 86,6 82.4 7.3 62.5 55.8 36.0
White, . v.oveannns 87.5 §..¢ 83,5 .2 68,7 58.4 3.0
Tack.,. v .0t 5.6 5 &3 5.7 3l 55 IS8
Hispanig origin1,,,  42.3 6.1 §3.8 43.7 35,7 0.8 154
Female,............ 6d.4 84,2 9.7 3.0 G&.g 56.8 n.5
Whit............. 6.5 B5.0 i.7 75.3 69, 60,0 40.%
Black,............ 45.4 .9 8.3 %7 392 %8 WUl
Hispanic anigin ... 37.2 54, 45,2 5.0 0.2 .l 13.2

' Categoritd are not discreid (0.0, a patson may be clasaified in both whité and HisPanic
origin catégories).

SCURCE: U.5. Depariment of Commures. Bursau of the Cnsus, Sdyucationgl Attainment
in the United Statan: March 1977 and 1078, Seotles P-20, Ne, 314, 1877,

From: The Condition of Education, 1979 Edition, p. 224.
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Unemployment Rates, 1960=i977

7. Percencage
i¢

7]
13 3

[

L L 'R L 1 L4 'l s L L [ L L S 'l
14 i L aE— L 2 r L T T -|- e T u

l’“ K1} (11 ", .“ ‘5 & ." "‘ ", ',ﬂ .,l .’! n .,4 .’, .,‘ 77
Yeur

Sowesr  U.S, Daparerwant of Labor, Buresw of Labot Stavistics, “Employment and Exenings,”
Vol 84y No. 10 {Ocrober yo77), chart 1, pler

From: Dorn, E. Rules and Racfal Equality, p. 43.

8. Equalization of Education Hay Not 8cen
Asxsociated with Equalization of Incoms.

sl L ] 3 [ []
T 1088 1980 1985 W0 1974

HOTRE: The coper Hing sherary Unt trend over timm In Ut digios
of imMgqualiey of icowme, &) measured by the sAndacd daviation
of the nawtal toganthm of arnuai wmcome &7 Melse aged
1waniiyAve or oker. TH lowsr Line shoad the vend over dew in
U dwgres of inequality of 1eerd of sohood a1 maanntd by the
Corfiicizne of varisboR (U Mandard deviatiod divided by the
mean) of be years of schoolat stained by maked 1809d peep
Bve and oider. Daus fof 1970 10 (974 are estimaias Samtd on U4,
Consua duin.

WuMCE: Darry Chiswich mnd Iacob Minty, 'ﬂﬂnilrh:
Chanpes in Personai Jacoma Inaquality in o US." Jouned
#f Paiitrcel Economy, Yol W, Ne, 3, Part It (Mar-June 19721

From: Bowles, S. and H. Gintis. Schooling in Capitalist America,
p. 34.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

From:

Median Income of Families, by Race of Hesd, 1930 t0 1977

Currene Constent
Income CPP Incoms (1967) Constant

- Abtnlute Doilar

Yerr White Dlack* Differenes Ratio Whites Blschs  Differomc
1950 Mad g 1576 o4 1,547 arn 1591 186
981 bLIT) 1031 1827 N1 oLl '] LIy 1348
1943 'ar 1538 17746 $? 1,138 117 941 1384
1953 P 0 3461 1951 B 1 L4l sah o7 U0
1934 s 4o 1919 36 14 »h 1993 1196
193 4604 1549 1016 81 1347 $741 b3 1164
1916 4993 1618 131 1] R 1,219 #1316 3i¥o 1906
1947 s166 176, FPELY 34 1106 'a? 1278 sy
1958 $300 Tn 11hy K1 1188 ({173 "3 1991
59t sy 7808 slaé B L4y 6748 1y 331
1960 58 $333 b B! tix? 6576 364) 1933
" ry6e §98: i1 aree 83 L %) 136 117
1961 137 e a7 Ri 1104 (1119 3676 110
1943 348 3463 1] 53 1091 7144 ke Nnés
196y 131 3734 Jt)a B 1] 1a7é 719 L 13321
1964 rage LEED] 1368 i1 Lok 7672 1T ¥361
1566 7791 4307 sy 50 Loy Tord asyp 3380
1969 Ty, alrs 111 ] Bi) 1,000 fLya alrs 1339
1968 Bosr $)%0 I8 e o $ike $146 Y434
1569 9784 $999 - 178y 41 R 11 By1y $a63 Yaal
1970 roigé 6179 1987 41 A T 2o} $400 1403
971 lodzx §440 414 Lfe NiY] 1794 5106 1458
197 11349 6864 abig 9 799 L8 $ala I4a
1] 11594 7169 (311 ] B K113 9471 $456 4008
1974 13186 yioB 1548 K1 sl [T1T] $194 38
197% 14304 g1y Saly &1 Bl nse 711 3408
1976 tg83y 9143 #1y9 e S ytag 119 13h
1977 16740 936y n 7 BiL) rs $198 176

Saurce: U.S.. Deparimens of Commerce, Buresn of the Cemaus, Curyont Populatinn Reports, P23, No. 54, "The
Siwial and Econvmic Seatus of the Blank Pupulaion of the United States, 1974" { Washingtan: ci'o. l');:l. table
91 CPR, Pso, No. 116, =M, income and Paverty Siatus of Families and Pereons in the Uniled States, y 977"
L\::;h&g:m GPO, 2978); 1 wish o vhank leghﬂuhmn ol the Census Burean fur helping me (ocate 1he most
11
* “Back™ income prior 10 1964 actunlly iy "N nd (wher Razen” A tion i hea ol
Cenzus Bureap meamml‘ hlack income ﬂmlr. e x neRe 1939, when te
* The Consumer Purchasing Puwer [ndex (CPPU Iy the inverse of the Contumer Price Index. |t is obrained from

Statistionl Abrtvact of the United States, 1977, Tuble 119, P a7a. Curtwnt incoms times CPPL equali cumians ine

Dorn, E. Rules and Racial Equality, pp. 34, 35.

62



10, Hetcs o waky samings of fulltime workers
$300 —y.

340

320

$0 =TT T T T T T
1987 1970 1512 1574 1978 1978

Ny ol Y

From: The Condition of Education, 1979 Edition, p. 237.
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From: The Condition of Education, 1879 Edition, p. 239.
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12.

Averuge unnuil ! sularies of 196777 bachelor's und master's depree recipicnts working full-time, by sex
and by ruciat/cthae growp: Februury 1978

Avetege innual salary
Bachilar's ha:ter's
" fee
Characteristic ‘ redd’a'ont: recipiants
Total.................., $11,700 $15,000
Whitz, non-Hispanic. ., 1,700 18, %00
Black. non-Hispanic. .. 11,100 17,0600
Othert............... 12,90 16,300
Mate..............0euu. 12,700 16,500
White, non-Hispanic. . . 12,700 17,000
Black, non-Hispanic. . . 12,000 17,200
Other?, . ............ . 14,500 15,100
Female................. 10. 300 14,300
Whits, non-Hispanic. . , 16,300 14,550
Biack, non-Hispanic. . . 10, 500 16,200
(11171 L 11,000 16,600
\
Ty

SOURCE: U.S. Deparimenl of Hezith, Education, and Wel-
fare, Netional Coniar for Bduceuon Statinsics. 1978 Survey
of 1976-77 Coliege Gragueiee, preiiminary oata.

From: The Condition of Educéﬂgn. 1979 Edition, p. 240.
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.13, Educational Atalminents Are Strongly Dependent on Social

Background Even for People of Similur Childhood 1.Q.3

M ream of
Sthooling 14.8

"
13.7

13.4
13

$3= 13.9
129

1.8

AARANRANN NN £

[] T 8 [

. :
T NNNNNRENNRRNRER DR SNNSNNNANN |3

« Family sooigeconomic Geckground (degites)

wotEs: For esch somloeronomic group, the Ritdhand bar indk
eates the gatimed sverage Aumber of yemrs of schooling
atcalned by all A from that group, The JiIh-hand bar indie
catta e wUme'ed averal® aumbel ol yesrs of schooling
aguiosd by man with 1Q scores equdl to Lhe arerage for the
. entire sampla, Th: 1ampie refory 10 "MOR-NAETS™ faen of “nowe
farm™ backgrounss, aged 35—44 years in 19419
ounck: Samusl Bowkie 3nd Valerls Melstn, “The ‘faberis
tance of 105 s ! yng nrerzeneraional Transmission of Ecos
v romic Inequntlt?, ' The Roview of Kionomies and Stasistics,
. Vol LV, Nou |, ‘sbrusty 1974, Reprinled by petmissun of the
Pregdent and Fall swa of Harsurd Coliap,

From: Bowlgs. S. and H. Gintis. Schooling in Capitalist America,
p. 31,
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Occupationa! Composition of Dectle Shares, 1972+ -

g_
BEREEEREDREE
Type of occupation - - E g pcd e E 5 =E
Male
Sell-amploged profestiona)
and terhuical (856 N1 R 2 3 3 3 & 5 13 62 13.5 =
Salavd prifessions) and -
technical 5217 26 1.7 26 50 66 8.0 140 139 19.6 23.6 190
Svlf-employed managers .‘
and odministralon . L
{1153) 38 1.3 14 17 1.6 1.6 19 18 24 4.0 57 °
Salarled managers and :
administralors s i 1.7 15 22 44 57 6.7 11.9 118 180 303
Farmars and farm manangers
{1 10.0 25 2.1 18 1.6 14 1.3 1.3 13 14
Clerical {2673} 21 29 34 4.7 6.0 71 7.7 76 57 2.6
Saley {2251) 1.9 21 24 34 34 34 5.1 50 63 88
Foremwn {1228) 3 8 9 1.7 22 26 17 4.0 a9 26
Craftsnien (7129 5.7 6.6 6.3 4.7 11.0 163 203 19.9 17.7 11.0
Operalives {6718) 6.7 106 121 15.3 17.0 82 15, 162 106 4.0
Servicw eacept privaie '
household {2507) 48 52 56 6.7 57 48 44 4.2 33 18
Faria labarers and loreman .
{442) 30 14 1.1 B 7 5 2 | 2 2 |

Labarers (1870) 30 . 46 45 4.3 45 Py 29 28 17 2 4




14 (Continuad).

Female
Self-employwil professionsl
and wehnice! {4u) - A A B | - — A .1 A N |
Satasied prolessional :
anl tethuicel (2493) 30 33 44 79 - 945 6.7 6.4 4.2 15
Sell-employed managers
and adniinisirators (211} 1.8 4 A 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
Salatjied managers -
and adimnistrators {0} 1.4 2 23 26 21 | 14 1.4 1.1 7
Farmers and lonin ranagsrs
{115} 11 3 2 A A -— -— — — —
Clerh af (6349) 11.7 255 259 29 154 as 29 26 1.6 .3
Sales {eH4) 44 3z 24 A 7 A 2 d 2 <
Cralmen and lorenwn !
1276} 1.0 1.0 1.0 9 A 2 1 .1 1 —
Opcralives (2306} 9.7 11.3 9.7 53 35 20 5 5 2 ——
Private househotd worhwrs
(305) 4.0 ) 4 A S | — - - — —
Service enivpt private .
Iwausehold (2308) 154 104 81 as. 22 14 4 K| 2 o
Laimuua “ l4| . .7 5 A4 ‘2 .l ‘I A — — —
Total 100.4 Ny 100.0 9.1 100.0 100.1 100.2 98 100.1 100.1

Source! Calcwlaied from U.S. Bursau of the Cynsus {1972: 130~ 138). Persantrge totals vary from 100% due to rounding
“Ful-litne employed income eanurs, chvilian labor force.
$Total nuinbers tn patuntheses in thousands; other gures in (his table represent percentagus of wach declle share.

rom: Collins, R. The Credential Society, pp. 186, 187.
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18,

From:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Relationship betwaan Income and Inharited Social Starus

cannot be Aceounted lor by Differances in 1.Q\

Probadiiity of
B i e TOD Rifth
Wk = iningoms
X% LY ]
BDins
12.9
o & 19.8

W

@@@@@,

8owles, S.
p. 121,

7 ]
Punﬂv SOEHOMSANDMIC DackgIBUNG |deciies)

wotell The lefthand Bar of each pair 1hows the pamped
probadility thay = man |y in the top fitth of tha ncome diurh
bution il he 1 in 2 Hven degite of socitatondmic baskproumd,
Tha fighthand bar shyws th equmated Provability tat & man
is i che top Afth of (e (ncome discributlon it he has avethge
ehilghood 1Q and i1 in 3 given deaie of jocicezonomic Datis
pround,

Nota thit the bars of any given pair are very close, showing

thal U income/saciveoonomic backerolind ralatiowship i1 af
mst the 1ame Jor lndmum with idenUest 10 s for aff
individunls,
samipLi! NeonNegro males of sonfarm anﬂ. 1962, agad
35=44 Yoars.
SOUME! Sspwel Bowhts 80 Valerip Nebion, "l"he “inheritanen
of 16 and tha (ntergenaritionsl TrantMBMen of Esonomie
Insgustly,” The Review o} Ecomomics and Stavistics, Vol. 3§,
Ma. |. Faltuvary 1974,

+

and H. Gintis. Schooling in Capitalist America,
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16. Retstionships batween Cheracteristics of Native White Nonfarm Malas
. Aged 25-64 in 1962, Based on Observed Corralstions

Reistionships batween Characteristics of Native White Nonfarm Malas
Agec 25-64 in 1962, Based on "True” Correlations

POPED = Father's Education

POPGC = Father's Occupation

1Q = Early Cognitive Skills

ED = Child's Educational Attainment
AFQT = Child's Later Cognitive Skills
(H = Child's Occupational Status
INC = Income

From: Jencks, €. et al. Inequality: A Reass ent of the Effects
of Family and 5chooling Tn America, p.-§§5.
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17. HIGH SCHDOL DROP-OUT RATE OF INDIAN STUDENTS IN SOUTH DAKOTA «=
19£7?% {or four (4) times that of the non~Indian drop-out
rate). ,

o NATIONAL DROP-OUT RATE FOR INDIAN STUDENTS == The median for
. schooling completed by Indtans is 9.8 years; only 1/3 finish
high school.

COLLEGE DROP-OUT RATE FOR INDIAN STUDENTS IN SOUTH DAKOTA =-

Of the students who did not enroll, or who dropped out at
second semester, 69% are frashmen,

GRADUATING SENIORS NATIONWIDE =-- 68% 9o on to ¢ollege.
GRADUATING INDIAN SENIORS NATIONWIDE -~ 35% go on to college.

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE -- Ranges from 40% to 70%, dapending on the
reservation. ' )

ME?IQ? INCOME -~ $3,000 to $4,500 lower than the avarage non-
ndian. :

From: Indian Education, Offica of Curriculum and Instruction,
P'IEI"I‘E: S.D. ¥ 1979-
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18, ACHIEVEMENT TEST DATA: Indians

From:

Comparing all tests and Jgrades, Indfan studants scored

. lower than those in the non-Indfan sample. The amount of

djfference, however, varied by test and grade level.

Achievement test data on the Indian students in the sample
indicated that the disparity between the students' expected
performance and actual performance widens as the student
advances through the grades.

The elementary level reading scores were ganerally higher
than language arts and math scores. Conversely, math
scores tended to be higher at the middle school and high
school level.

Most of the achievament test data indfcated serfous
developmental delays for a significant number of Indian
students. ‘

National Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores were dertved cone
verting the Indfan test data to a single comparable scale.
Across all grade levels, test time perfods, test levels,
and test forms, the average NCE for Indian students fell
between § and 7 points below the NCE midpoint (equivalent
to the 50th percentile). HNon-Indian students were general-

Ily 20 points higher than Indian students.

In analysis of achievement test performance by income
levels, EMS found that Indian students participating in
the frea lunch program parformed below those Indian stu-
dents who were not receiving free lunches.

Minnesota State Department of Education, Indian and Bilin-
gual Needs Assessment, 1979,
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19. The Difference Between Salected Racisi/Ethnic Group
Achisvement and the Achisvement of All 17-Year-Olds

Percentage Points Standsrd Error Numbet of

’ Diffsrance From of the Students

e the Achlevemant of Diffarence

- All 17-¥ sar-Oldls

: Social Studies
Whits .39 0.21 22,690
Bleck «13.56 0.36 3,464
Hispanic «13,12 1.13 1,259

Sciencs
White .13 0.20 20,370
Black «10.32 0.61 3,936
Hispanic «11.08 1.08 " 1,108
Mathamatica
Whits 3.63 0.32 25,427
Black «19.83 0.60 4,999
Hispanic © 14,36 1.02 1,376
Caresr and Occupationsl Development

' ' White 2.19 0.19 20,892
Black , <1596 0.89 3,087
Hispanic «7.65 2.08 729

Reading

Whits . 2.78 0.22 16,301
Black 16,44 0.74 2,823
Hispanic ~11.42 1.54 530

From: Hispanic Student Achiavement in Five Learning Areas, 1971-75,
p. 1a.
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20. The Difference Between Selected Hispanic Group Achlevement and the
Achievement of All 17-Year-Qlds (In School) in Five Learning Areas

Percentuge Points Standard Ervor Number of
Diffarence From of tha Students
the Achievement of Diffarence
All 17:Y oar-Olds
Socinl Studies
All Hispanic 1 7-vear-olds -13.12 1.13 1,259
Northeast -17.84 3.04 228
West -12.38 1.22 963
Male -12,03 1.48 587
Female -14.06 1.38 672
Parents not graduates of high school 15,47 1.24 604
Parents graduates of high school 6,81 1.42 403
Sciance
All Hispanic 17-year-olds -11.08 1.08 1,108
Northeast -13.67 2,02 170
West -10.87 1.25 839
Male «8.32 ' 1.47 501
Female -13.40 1.03 604
Parents not graduates of high school -12,36 1.30 536
Parents graduates of high school -7.42 1.72 362
Muthemaclcs
All Hispanic ! 7-year-olds ~{4.36 1.02 1,376
Northeast 17.20 213 214
West -14.30 1.22 1,033
Male -10.67 1.60 634
Female «17.94 0.75 742
Parents not graduates of high school ~15.52 1.56 668
Parents graduates of high school B.5656 1.54 449
Carear snd Occupational Development
All Hispanic 17-year-olds -7.65 -.08 19
Northeast -12.310 8.76 98
West -6.84 1.86 512
Maije 9,17 -.79 372
Female 567 2,38 387
Parents not graduates of high school -10.26 271 356
Parents graduates of high school -2.80 P 3t
Reading
All Hispanic 17-yeat-olds 142 .34 550
Nottheast 11,758 4.26 103
West 11,06 1.79 409
Male «13.39 1.70 283
Female 920 1.6% Y
Parents not graduates of high school -12.86 1.38 264
Parents graduates of high school 6,91 1.89 128

From: Hispanic Student Achievement in Five Learning Areas, 197175,

p. 28,
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21. The Diffsrence Batwesn Selocted Black Group Achisvement and the
Achisvament of Al 17-YearOlds in Five Lesmning Arems

Petcentage Points Standard Error Number of
Diffsrence From of the Students
, the Achisvemaent of +  Difference
. All 17-Yeer-Olda
Social Studies
All black |7-yesr-clds +13.56 0.56 3,464
Northeast +10.48 0.85 603
Wost 1519 1.21 556
Mals +13.31 0.1 1,552
Femals . 13,72 0.7 1,912
Parents not graduates of high school +16,13 0.76 1,201
Parents graduates of high school Rk 0.53 1,889
Scimee
Al blsck 17-year-olds 10,32 0.61 3,936
Northeast 9,48 1.01 580
West +10.93 1.15 578
Maie -8,95 . . 0,73 1,758
Female -11.4] 0.72 1718
Parents not gradustes of high school 10,07 0.56 1,281
Parents graduates of high achool ) 9,23 0.87 2,088
Mothematics
All blsck | 7-year-olds . +19.83 0.60 4,999
Northeast «16.58 1,79 774
West +19.86 1.08 715
Maie ~18.53 0.71 2,243
Female «20,75 0.72 2,756
Parents not graduatea of high school »23.67 0.79 1,671
Parents graduates of high school *16.82 0.59 1,628
Caresr and Occupational Davelopment
All black [7-yesrolds ~15.96 089 3,087
Northsast 1557 2,34 528
West «11.71 1.3% 466
Male _ 17,24 29 1472
Female 1488 1.06 1,615
Parents not graduates of high school ~18,00 .29 1,003
Parents greduates of high school «13.67 1.1l 1814
Resding

All black | T»yearolds «16.44 0.74 2,523
Northeast 13,99 1.61 55)
West 20,01 3,38 235
Msls +19.24 0.90 1,170
Female +14,05 0.94 1,353
Parents not graduates of high school 11939 0.83 794

Parents graduates of high school 12,98 1,03 1,420

From: Hissanic Student Achievement in Five Learnind Areaé, 1971-785,
p. /6.
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22. Level of Southeastern Black Achievement. Age 9, in Relation
to Percent«White Composition of the Schools, 1970 and 1973

1910 1973
" 50%
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Sﬁiiiiﬁﬁs-“iiisﬁséés
Distribetion of Beutheastern Blacks & DifTerent Mreent-White Caregories

Level of Southeastern Black Achievement. Age 13, in Relation
to PercentsWhite Composition of the Schools, 1969 and 1972

Distriba ton of Sosthmpicrn Blacks in DHTerent Pevoent:White Categories

Level of Southeastern Black Achievement, Age 17, in Relation
to PercentsWhite Composition of the Schools, 1969 and 1973
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 Dstrimtion of Southesstem Blacks in Diffsren: Pevouni-White Categonies

From: Science Achievement: Racial and Regional Trends, 1969-1973,
P. L

76

Q . - | . ' 81




APPENDIX C

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT PUBLICATIONS 1IN
READING, WRITING AND LITERATURE

The following compendium is intended to provide
snapshots of NAEP publications relating to 1literacy.

All publications are avesilable from NAEP offices in Den-
ver.

77
82



Ticle: Naricnal Assessment and the Teaching of English

Assesswent(s): 1969-70 Wricing Assessment
+ 1970~71 Reading Assesszent
1970~71 Literature Assessment

Ape Level(s): 9, 13, 17
variables: Region, Sex, Race, Parental Education, 5ize and Type of Commmnicy

Percent of Acceptable/Unacceprable Responses, Ten Writing Tasks

Data: -
* Percent of "Yes" Responses to Questions about Wricing
* Nymber of Mechanics Errors per 100 vords of Writing
* Perceni of Eespondencs Correct, Lireral Comprehension Sentences,

imperative Mode

* Percent of Respondents Correct, Literal Comprehension Sentences,
Declzrative

* Percent of Hespondents Carrvect, Inference Sentences )

* Percent of Respondents Correct, Recpenizing Specific Literary ilorks
zod Characters

+ Percent of Correct Responses to Objective Items, Understanding Imag-
ipative Language

* Parcent of Correct Responses to MG Questions Requiring Written
Statement of Supporting Reasons

* Percentages of Qral Responses Judged Adequate io Each of Four Major
Response Categories

= Perceatages of Total and Adequate Written Responses Classified
According to Five Response Categories

* Percentages of "Yes" Responses to Questions shout Literacy Reading
Habits and Actitudes

Other Comtent: Basic description of Nationazl Assessment of Educational Progress
Writing, Reading and Literature Objectives
Reading Passages used {n assessient
Literary Works used in assessment
Discussion and interpretation of results
Discussion of assessment Iimplications
Suggestions for classrooa teaching

Related Material: All first assessment reporte i{n Reading, Writing and Literacure.

Comments: Several things sbout this book — commissioned by NAEP -- make it
vaiuable for the researcher in any of the language arts. First of
all it presears a very handy summary of the first assessment results
in reading, wrliting and literaturxe. Secondly, it presentcs a reanal-
ysis of the reading assessment results from a psycholinguiscic point
of view. Third, the healthy skepticisc about testing chat pelvades
the book permits che reader o put the resulrs into a broad per-~
spective. And fourth, the resuits and the szsessment straregies
are applied to current classroon instructional needs by scmeone who
knows chose needs well.,

NAEP Reading assessment results, presented by NAEP in rerms of
median percentages of success and broken into 10 separate volumes,
appeared to prove that the vast majority of people assessed were
having no prablers wich reading. Mellon reanalyzed chie results

in an ingenious way and came up with less sanguine conclusions.

He assumed that ¢ach multiple choice juestcion required the trans-
formational coubining of stem and choices and then the truth test-
ing of che four resulcing sentences. £o he turned each questicn
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ioto a sentence, categerized che sentence in terms of its mode and

its linguistic difficulty and rank ordered the sentences by per-
centage of success, Such a procedure was interesting in irself and
also revaaled that skill in reading higher level, "inferential"
material wis not uearly as widespraad as had been supposed by

people who had analyzad the results earlier. Mellom's model of the
thought procasses involved im answering multiple choice "comprehension”
itens rulses saricus mesasursment quastions for anyohe involved it the
tearing of reading.

Mallen's discussion of ths writing assessment -is useful to the teacher
or the tasting tyroc, but the rasagrcher will find little there of
note. Hia eriticism of various aapscts of the assessmeut are famil-
far: it was stomized; its forced role-playing probably kept results
decaptively low; sxtrapolations frow the mechanies study are Jikely

to be blown out of proportion and misunderstood; and YAEP needs more
thetorically-orisnted rsasks.

The discusaion of the lirararure sssessment clearly explicates the
genaral difficulries imvolved in such am edterprise and the specific
enos ensountared by WAEP. Mollon faels that the attempt o measure
Tespolza o lizeraturs consuited more time than its vague results
Justify, Conssquently, researchers in this popular area should attend
to this critiqus.

Mellon's summary examines such problem areas as morivational level
of srudsnta baing sssessed, comprehensiveness of the assesspents,
utllicy of NAEP data and spplication of NAEP materials at state or
local levsala.

All in all, this book constitutes a fine, level=headed explanation
and critiqua of NAEP work in the language arts. 1Irs greatest

"limitation is that it was writtsn prier to the reassessments of
writing, rsading and lireraturs.
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Title: Reading: Surmarv Dara, National Assessment of Educational Progress
Raport C2-R-00, ERIC # ED 094 359, July, 1974, 58 pages.

Typo of Robort: Technical summary
Aggepsmant{s): 1970-71 Reading Assessment

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17, adult (26=3%)

Variables: Region, Sex, Race, Parental Education, Si2e and Type of Community,
S§ize of Cotmmunity

ten Type(a): Mo items

Data: Madian variable group (males, blacks, atc.), difference {in percentage
pointa) from national level of parformance for @ach age on each Reading
theme and each Reading objectiva

Other Content: Dascription of Reading objectives.
Deacription of Reading axaercises.
Dascription of Reading thamas.

Source Material Avallable to Researchers: Raw results on 1600 BPI, 9-track
data tepes usable only oo IBM 360 or 370 hardware with 05 or VE operating
systams @ $54.00/tape.

Relased Macerigl: 02-rR-0l, Understanding YWords gnd Word Relationships.
02-R=02, Craphic Macerials.

02-R=-03, Written Dirscgions.

02-7-04, Reference Materials.

02-R=-05, Gleaning Sisnifitant Fects From Passages.
02-R-06, Main Ideas gnd Orzanization,

02-R=-07, Drawing Inferences.
02=-R-08, Critical Reading.
02-R=-09, Reading Rate and ComPrehension.
02-R-30, Recipes, WraPpara, Reasoning and Race.
02-GIY, General Infg‘ffgiﬁﬂ Yearbook for Reading and Litaraturd.
Mellon, John, National Assesament and the Teaching of
English, NCTE, Urbanas Illinois, 1974. .

Commonts: This raport consists of 40 tables which display median percentaga
differences from natiomal performance and also display "directional
tendancies” of each variable group. These latter reveal at a
glanca which, on a given thome {4.3., Understanding Main Idees,
ate.), a group (Eemales, inner-city dwallars®: etc.) tended to per-
form above, below or at the national level at each age.

The emphasis of the report iy antiraly upon group differences; this
fact defines its utility for peopla interested in a highly abstract

look &t overall results and its irrelevance for people looking
for axercises or exercise-level results.
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Ticlar National Assessment of Educational Progress Report 8: Writing Mechanics,
ERIC & ED 062 325, 1972, 202 pagea.

Type of Reporc: Sclected Resulta, Primarily for English Teachars
Agsesamant(a): 1569-70 Writing Assesement

Ags Level(s): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26~35)
Yariables: HNational bata Only
Item Type{s): Essay and Letter

Dats: Number of different woerds in high=, medium~ and low-quality easays.
Totsl nueber of words in high=, madium— and loew-gqualily essays.
Mean word length in lacters.

Standerd deviation of word length in letters.

Total number of sentences.

Numbaer of declarative sentancas.

Numbar of interrogativa sentences.

Numbar of imperative sentancas.

Massn sentence length in words.

Standard deviation of gentencs length in yords.

Number of paragraphs. .

Megn paragraph length in sentences.

Srandard deviation of paragraph length in sentences.

Relative proncuns.

Head position gerunds.,

Head position adverbs.

Head position past participles.’

Nunbgr of colons.

Numbar of semiecolons.

Numbaer of parentheses.

Numbar of quotation markse.

Chbvious misspellings of common words (2 common yord is any word appearing
at least onece every two papers}.

Ohvious misspellings of propar nouns.

Misepellings of uncommon words (uneommon words appeared lgea than once
&VaTY two papers),

Error counts in paragraphing, punctuation, capitalization, sentencs
stTUctuyre, agreement, and spalling and word usage.

Other Content: Essay assigrnments used for mechanics study.
Explanation of g1l qualitative and quantitative snslysea
performed.

Characterizations of essayd at different quality lsvels by
panel of “expercs."

Sawple essays,

Relationship of study gample to full populations of J=ymar-
olds, )l-year-clds, 17-year-¢lds and adults.

Source Matarial Available to Ressatehers! Contact NAEP

Related Materials: Mellon, John. National Assessment and the Teaching of
English, lrbana, Illinois, 1975,
Slotriek, H.8., "Toward a Theory of Ccmputar Essay Grading,”

Journal of Educational Measurement, wWintar [972,

Soppents: From the entire distribution of about 2,500 essays, which had been
helistically wmarked, NAEP sgleected sample papers near tha l5th, 50th
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and 80th centiles for spacial analysis. Each paper was axamined by
tvo English teachars for machanical srrora and those were aggregated
inte "arrer counts.” Than, a panel of judses raad amch set of papers
abd characterized, imprassionietically, the s2ats, putting the arror
counts into & mere meaningful parspective, The judges describad good
as well as bad qualitias in the papers and discuased wvhat tha writers
wers trying to do and how wall cheay vare doing ic. Finally, the
essay$ wars ecannad by a computer programmad to provida information
about fluency, apelling, dicticn, santance strycturs, punctustion
and paragraph davelopoant., The report prasants rosults of thiz study
for an sasay 2t agae 9, 13 and 17, a8 vell as a latter written by
adults,

Alcthough the report containa a gocd deal of interesting data and com-
sontary, wuch of it can be surmed up in the obaarvations that good
papars are gasiar to read, longsr and less error ridden than poer
papers, and that poor papers sound more lika spesch tham vriting.

These AT# NOt surtprising ravelations. Furthermorss the error counts,
Judgas' judgments and computar anglyses all support the genaral
ordering of tha papars established in & holistic scoring, as we would

expect.

The primary virtus of this report is that it combinea qualitative

with quantitative approachas in an effort to flash out our understanding
of written products. Its primary lisbility conmista in the fact

that 1t ia a product study and it focuses sntirely on machanics.

This 1is axactly whet it was supposed to be, of coursai but thera is

Just s0 much ona can profitably learn within such a limited perspuactiva.
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Titla: Critical Reading, Mational Assessment of Educational Progress Reading
Repart 02-r-08, ERIC # ED 078 387, May 1973, 149 pages.

Type of Report: Selected results
Asseesment(s)t 1970-71 Reading sasessment

Age Lgvel{s): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26-35)

Variablgs: Region, Sex, Race, Parental Educaticn, Size and Type of Community,
Size of Commuaity

It s(2): Multiple choica: recognizing literary devices. inferring
from metaphors, idantifying mood, racognizing structure., drawing
appropriate inferances.
- TFace validity.

Data: Percenteges of success on raleased items for aach ege snd for variable
group#s wichin age.
Summary distribucions acrogs ell items, displaying median differenca
frow niational performance for each variable group &t each age.
Perfornance comparisong on items common to twWo or more age levels.

Other Content: Introduction to reading assessmenc.
Items used in the aszsssment.
Discussion of qelected items and thair results.

Scurce Material Available to Regearchers: Raw results on 1600 BPI, 9-track

deta tapes usable only on IBM 360 or 370 hardware with OS5 or V5 opersting
aystezs @ $94.00/tape.

Related Material: Reading apd Litereture General Infermation Yearbook, 02«GIY.
1970 Reading ObJactives, especially Objective II, "Analyze
What Is Read,” and 1V, "Reason Logically From What Is Read,
Recipes, Wreppars, Reasonins and Rata, 02=R-30.
Reading: Summary Data., 02-R-00. ’

Mellon, John, National Assessment and tha Teaching of
Epglish, NCTE, Urbana, Illinois, 1974,

Comments: Thare 13 some overlap hera with the Litarature 48sessment, since
many of these items uss poams as scimuli. Since critical reading
involves going back to tha text after having read it once and
analyzing it for graater understanding, and since, in order to
usdqure critical raading skills we have to forca People to go back
to the text and test four hypotheses -- ws can naver be sure
whather they can do it on their own or not. This qualification {(a
cansequence of the pultiple=choice format) aeida, the material here
ia worth examining bacause it demonstrates preblams with higher=
level inference and it provides daca about adulg readers.
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Ticlas Funcrional Literacy: Basic Reading Parformance, National Assessment and
Right to Read, 53 pages.

Type of Repott: Joint report with Right te Read

Assepsment(s): Special Right to Read aesessments in 1974, 1975; Reading
asgessoent, 1970-71.

Age Leval{s): 17

Varisbles: Regilon, Race, Sex, Parental Edutation. Size and Type of Community

Icem Typa{s): Mulciple choice, low-diffitulty items selacted from the 1970-71
icem pool by Right to Read staff as "functiomal literacy”
icems.

Datai Mman percentages of sutcess om 64 items for all variebls groups, 1971,

1974 and 1975.

Msan percentages of Success on 64 items compared £o0 deaired results,
all chree Years.

Msan percentages of success on 64 items compared to highest expectad
results, all thras Years.

Msen prercentages of suc cess on 64 items compared to minimal standards,
all chree yeurs. : .

Maan percentages of Success on 86 items for all variable groups, 1974
and 1975.

Msan perccntages of sutcess on 86 itams compared t0 desired results,
two years.

Mean percentages of syttess on 36 items compared to highesc-expectad
requlits, two Years.

Mean percentages of aytcess on 86 items tompared to minimal scandarde,
two years.

Parcentages of euccess for uniqua exsrtises on whith performance
detlined markedly.

Parcantages of succesa for cnique exertises onm which performance
irproved markedly.

Othar Content: Brief summary of results,
Explanation of study.

Source Material Available to Researcherst All items used ars available upon
request.

Related Matorial: MAFL Statistical/Docudantary Report =-- Summary Volume.
Hangdbook of the Mini-Asgessmenc of Functicnal Literacv,

Comments: Right to Ruad selected exercises from the NAEP pool which they
thought 100% of America's 17-year-olds should answer correctly and
fupded two "mini-ussesswents of functional litsracy” (MAFL) using
those itens. This reporc presents the results of that study and
also makes tha only VAEP foray inte "criterion testing."” The
Right to Read exarcises were given to 100 students proven to be
superior raaders., Thelr petcentage of suctess on any exetcise
was taken to be the "highest expstted level of performance” and
the tesults were reécalculated using this index inatead of 1002
#a aone ctiterion agalust which fo measure literacy. Right to
Read also dutided chat 757 was the minirum percentage of success
to qualify as funttionally literata, and tesults for the varisble
groups were plottad against this standard as wall.
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In addition to the rather interesting criterion comparisons, this
repcrt also presants change daca from 1971 to 1974 to 1975.
Because it presents so much material in only a few pages. this
repert is rather hard to read. It requires some study. Serious
researchers should also consult the statistical report, which is
out of prine, but available through ERIC.
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- Iitle: Litersture Assassment: Summarv Data, Wacional Assessment of Educacicnal
Progroas Report 0e~L-00, ERIC 7 ED 079 685, June, 1973, 105 pages.

Ivpe of peport: Technical summary for somewhat technically oriented audience
Asgosgmepe(s): 1970=71 Litsrature Assessment
Age Leval(s): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26-35)

Sariagbles: Region, Sex, Race, Parentsl Eéﬁcation, Size and Type of Community,
Sizo of Comamunity

tan 8({8): No items included fn this report. It is hased upon all the
itams used in the Literature asscssment.

Data: Summary digtributions scross ell items in each Literature repert,
displaying median diffsrence from mational performance for each
variabls group at sach age.

Madiap differences from nationgl performance for variable groups by
Litsraturs cbjectivas,
Performance comparisons of age groups op common sets of items.

Other Content: Introduction to Literature assessment
Sgurce Materidl Avsilable to Ressarchers: Rav results on 1600 BPI, 9-track

dats tapas usablae only on IBM 160 or 170 hardware with 0S5 or VS operating
aystens @ $94.00/tapu,

Raluted Materigl: 02-GIY, Reading and Liverature Ceneral Information Yearbook.

Purvea, A., &nd Reppere, V., Elements of Writing About a
Literarv Work: 4 Studv of Response ro Literaturs, NCIE
Rasasrch Raport %, Urbana, Illinois. .

Mallon, Johw, Fetiopal Assessment and the Teaching of
Enpligh, NCTE, Urbana, Illinois, 1975,

Grindstaff, Fave louise, "The XNarional Assessment of
Literatura: A Review,” Research in the Teaching of
English, 9:1:80~97, Spring, 1975,

Cogments: This report collects the summary information included in each
Literature rveport and puts it 31l in one place. In addirion, it
pragents resulta by objective and presents some interesting age and
variable=group compsrisons across the range of Literature items.

It makes for vary dull reading, but it does provide a usefyl over-
view of results for peopls who are wnwilling or unable to read
all the Litersturs reporta,
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Titla: praving Infercnces, Natiomal issasgment of Edueatisnal Progress Report
02-R-07, ERIC  ED Q83 233, august, 1973, 258 pages.

Iypa of Report! Selacted results
Agsasgmant(3): 1970-71 Raading Asgessment

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17, adult (26=385)

Variables: Ragion, Sex. Raca, Perantal Educetion, Size and Type of Community,
Size of Communicy

8(s)t Multiple cheice: low- and high-laval inferance questions,
noasensa word itemg.
Foce validity,

Data: Percantages of guecess on released items for each age and for variable
$roups within age.
Sunmary distributions acroes all items, displaying median differenmce
from national parfermance for gech veriabla group at oasch age.
Parformance comparisons on items commen to two Or mors age levels.

Othexr Content! Introduction £o the Reading asseassmant.
Items used in che asseassmant,
Discussion of salected items and their results

outee Matarial Available to ! Raw regults on 1600 BrI, 9-track
data tapes uaable only on I3M 360 or 370 hardvare with 0§ or VS aperating
systams § $94.00/tapa.

Raleced Macer{al: Reading and Ligereture Caneral Informacion Yearbook, 02-GIY.
1970 Reading Obaec:ivas. especially Qblective IT, "Analyze -
What Is Read,” and IV, "Reason Logically From What Is Read.
acine racPery ing Rate, 02-R~30.

Reading: syemary Deta, 02«3-00,
Mallon, John, Nationa Assessment and the Teaching of

English, NCTE, Urbena, Illincis, 1974,

Sogpants: Percentages of euccass era e good deal lowar in chip report than
thay are in the others, indicating that reading achievement must
be locked at in a8 many ways as possible in ordar £o draw legitimate
conclusions, Clesrly, nost Americans can reed such low-level
inferance meterials as are necesesty to "maka do” o "survive' or
“graduace," But ability to comprehand avan modestly complicated
taxt is not 5o widesPread at any age end is appallingly skimpy
among certain variable groups. This fmet, overlocked because of
the ralativaly good perfornance on tha gniire assesszent,
bears further study. Like the rest of the Reading reports, this
ond, £oo, ig useful a8 a rara source of datz onm adult reading
ebility,
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Title:

Reading in America: A Perspective on Two Assessments, Natiomal
Assesspent of cducatienal Prograss Report 06-3-0l, ERIC # ED 128 78S,
October., 19746, 30 pages.

Type of Report: Interpretive overview for general audience

Assessment{s)t 1970-71, 1974-75 Reading assessments

Age

1(s): 9, 13, 17

Variables: Region, Sex, Race, Parental Education (post-high-school and no~

hipgh-school education onlyv), Size and Type of Community {high
metro, low metro, rural only)

Item Type(s): A few items are showm as examples, but most of the items used

Data:

to measure change in reading performance were mot released.
The majority are multipla-choice questions, such as those
displayed in reports about the first assessment.

National and variable group mean percentages of success, 1970-71
assessment, 1974~75 assessment, for literal comprehension items, -
inferential comprehension and reference skills items, ages 9, 13 and 17.
Natignal percentages of success on selected exemplaty items.

Other Content: Interpretive comments about changes {and nonchanges) in

teading performance hetween the two assessments by Roger
Farr, Willizm Blanton, Carita Chapman, Diane Lapp, Wayme
Otto and Robert Tierney.

Source Material Available to Researchers: Some. Contact Wayne Martin at NAEP

Related Materials: O02-R-0l, Understanding Words and Word. Relationships.

02-R-02, Graphic Materials.

02-R-03, Hritten Directions.

02-R-~04, Reference Materials.

02-R-05, Gleaning Significant Facts From Passages.
02-R-06, Main ldeas and Orgzanization.

02-R-07, Drawing Inferences.

02-R-08, Critical Reading.

02-R-09, Reading Rate and Comprehension.

06-R-00, A Summary of Changes in Reading Achievement,

Comments: The second Reading assessment revealed a significant improvement

in reading ability at age 9 but little change at ages 13 or 17,

At all ages there seems to be a problem comprehending basic,
literal written material; but comprehension drops off quickly as
soon as the tasks become difficult. These facts form the focus

of a conversation about the assesswments and their oeaning among six
distinguished reading experts who have examined the naterials

uvpon which the results rest. Researchers will find hints about
potential directions to-pursue, but they will not find sufficiert
data in this report to satisfy their curiosity because it was vritten
for a general audience more interasted in axperts’ opinions than

in statistics. The puch bore tomprehensive summary, 06-R-00, would
be a better place for researchers to start.
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Title: Resvonding to Literature. National Assessment of Educational Pregress
Repert 02-i-02, ERIC 4 ED 077 G20, 1973. 23! pp.

Type of Report: Selected Rasults for Ceneral Audience
Agsseasment(s}: 1970-71 Literature Assessment

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26-35}

Variables: Region, Sex, Size and Type of Community, Race, Parental Educationm,
Size of Community

Item Type(s): Oral Responses to Literary Works.
Written Response to Literary Works.

Data: Percentages of people responding to literary works in the following wodes:
Engagement Involvement
Formaliscie
Iaterpretive
Evaluative
Retelling

Percentages of responses judged "inadequate,” "barely adequate,”
Padequate” and "superior.”

Other Content: Literary Works Used to Elicit Responses.

Explanation of Response Categories.
Sample Responses,

Source Material Available to Researchers: Raw results on 1600 BPI, 9-track data
tapes usahle only op IBM 360 or 370 hardware with 05 or V5 operating systems
@ $94.00/cape. '

Related Material: 02-GIY, Reading and Literature General Information Yearhook.

Purves, A,, and Reppera, V., Elements of Wwriting About a
Literary Work: A Study of Résvonse to Litérature, ACTE
Resaarch Report 9, Urbana, Illinodis.

Mellon, John, Xational Assessment and the Teaching of
English, ¥CTE, Urbana, Illinois, 1975.

Grindstaff, Fave Louise, "The Natiohal Assessment of
Literature: A Review,”™ Research in the Teaching of
English, 9:1:50-97, Spring, 1973.

Comrents: This study is based ubon the response to literature system developed
by Purves and Reppere. That system, too unwieldy to employ with a
large sample of papers, was modified from a sentence-by-seatence
analysis t0 a holistic analysis of the entire response. That is,
scorers indicated that the prigpary thrust of the response was either
evaluative or interpretive or whatever, In addition, scorers ranked
each written response on a &4~peint scale from inadequate to superior.

Nine-year-olds were read a story and asked a series of questions about
ity Their tape-recorded responses to the questions were transcribed
and categorized, but the results are rather messy. The interview
questions tended to force particular response modes and the attemyts
t2 evaluate responses weTe cooplicated by the brevity of so rany
angwers, All in all, the 9-year-old data is interesting but incon-
clusives» Thirteen~year-olds, l7-vear-olds and aduits were given

poems amd short stories to respond to in writing, and these results
are meatier.
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This report raises important questions about the relationship between
research and assessment. Researthers can design studies like this
one much more comprehensively chan NAEP can, They can give the stu=—
dents nore times fiud out oore about them, control for various factors
and give subjects several opportunities to display their repertoire
of response medea. NAEP can give students one 1S5-minute shot at
responding within a test-like -situation.
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Title: Explanatorv and Persuasive Letter Writing, NAEP Report 05-y~03,
ERIC $ED 135 OU6, February 1¥//

Iype of Report: Selected Results for General Audience

Assessment(s): 1969~-70, 1972~74 Writing Assessment

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26-35)

Variables: Males, ¥emales, Blacks, Whites, Low Metro, High Metro

Item Typefs): 0Open-ended: personal letters {(audience specified); fill in the
blanks -~ greeting, closing, addressing conventions; letters to organiza-
tions (situation specified); employment application letters.

ta: Nation2l and Group Variable: percentages of youngsters writing "inadequate,"

"baalc," "competent" and "excellent" letters; percentages of youngsteis
demonstrating controel of various rretotical skills (primary trait scores);
changes in soma percentages betweer 1969 and 1974 assessments.

Other Contenmt: Examples of exercises and responses

Source Material Available to Resecarchers: Contact NAEP for access to original
essays or reproductions.

Related Material: griting, 1969-1974: Technical Report for complete documen:ca-
tion of results includinz standard errors of parceniages.
NAFP Writing Objectives, 1969 version and 1974 version.,

Comments: Some items are interesting in themselves, but there is no summary
information across writing assigmrents, making generalizatioms about
overall writing competenice impossikle, HNo two exercises were scored
with exactly the same criteria. 4jult results appear for only two
fcems. These results also appear in Adult Work Skills and Knowledge
NAEP HReport 05-COD-0l.
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Ticla: Goneral Informacion Yzariwak, NAEP Report 02=-01Y, ERIC {ED G72 421,
May 1972,

Iype of Repor%: Tschnical Background.
Asgesswenc(s): Reading, Literacura, 1970-71,

Age level(s): Applies to 9, 13, 17, Aduls {(26-35),
Variables: Describey all variables usad in 1970=71,

Item Typers): No fcema includad.

Daep: YNone.

Contenta: Background informaction about the 1970~71 Reading and Liceraturs
assessoents including:

davelopoant of of :cives
development of gxarcisse
definition of variable groups
sampling procedures
aduiniscrection procadures

scoring of items

deca processing

data analysis proceduras
sslaction of axarcises for reporcs
cavasts aboul assassment data
vivtues and ltabilittes of daca adjuscmenca

[ I N RN I I N O A |

Related Macerial: All Reading and Licerature reporcs.

Commsntd: Necesaary background for any aerious rassarch using the dats
from thass assessments.
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Title:; A Survey of Raading Habits, Report 02-L-04, ERIC JED 078 366,
May 1973

Tyne of Report: Selacted Rasults for Generzl Audiecce

Aszessment(sy: 1970-71 Litarature Assessoent

Age Luvel(s): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26-35)

Yariables: FRegion, Sax, Race) Parental Education, Size and Type of Community

Item Type(s): Survey (group and individual): Yee/oo; agree/disagree; writtes
and spoken rasponses to astirude and experiance questicns

Daga: WNational percentiges raporting various sttitudes toward and levels of
involvemeot with literature, as well as vsrious kinds of literature

most of ten rasd,

Variable group reasulte exPressed both as absolute percsncages and as
differences from the netional percentages ou each quastion,

Variable group resulta expressed ag median differences from the patioo
across all quastionma.

Sample spoken and writtenm responses to survey questions.
Standard arrors for all percentages ip an appendix.

Other Contents: Survey items: Attitudes toward litersture
Reading inventories (novels, poems, Plays,

non-fictions short stories, criticism
biograbhy, magazines)

Iavolvement with litarsture (te-rsading.
reading another baok by the author of a book
you enjo¥ed, reading a book and seekipng to see
a movie, play oy television version)

Should movies be tlugh: in Emglish classes?
Why or why not?

Source Materjal Availabla to Researchers: Raw rasults on 16080 BPI, 9~track data

taPas usable only on IBM 360 or 370 hardware with 0§ or VS operating
systems @ $94.00 par tape.

Related Materiagl: ©O2«L-20, Literature: Summacy Datg.
02~01Y¥, Cenaral Int Information Yesrbeok, 1972,

Johnson, Simon., "How Students Feel About Literature,”

Americon Educgtions Vol. 10, Ne. 3, April 197i.

Mallon, Jelin, MNational Assessment and the Teaching of
Ensli’h| NCTE. Urbana. Illinoil' 19750

Couments: Because tharm 1s little specific iaformation savailable about national
preferances in reading (by genre and by level of apphistication
within genra), this is a unique and very useful ruport. SamPle
resPonges t0 questions like "Do you think moevies 3hould be studied
ags Part of English classes?™ make good reading.
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Title: Recipes, Wratpers, Rassening and Rgte, NAEP Reading RePort 02-R-30,
ERIc 7ED 092 359, April 1974

Type of Report: Digest of Reading issessment Results for General Audience,
Including Interpretive Chapter

Assespmant(s): }970~71 Reading Assessment
Ags Levei(s): 9, 12 17

Variables: Region. $ex, Race, Parental EBducation. Size and Type of Community,
Spacial attention devoted to race snd sex diffsrénces in performance

I1tam e(s)s Multiple=cholce items appear #s examplaes
Data: No results data that does not apPear in other rssding reports.

Other Content: Intsrpretivs discussion of results, Table displaying number of
exerciase 1n each reading repevt at sach aBe leval, Median differencea
between Broup and national results for all items in Reading agsessment,
Percentages of blacks apd whites in sach parent&l education c@teglry.

Relsted Marerial: O02-GIY. Reading and Literature General Imformatiom Yesrbook.
All Reading raports,
Reading Oblectives,

Mellon, Jehms Nationzl A.;fssmeg; and the Teathind of
English, NCTE, Urbana. Iilinois, 1978,

Commants: This volume reviews regsults published in Reports 02-R-01 through 02-R-09
wich particular emphasis upon diffsrential pearforsance of males and femsles
and blacks snd vhites. It concludea wich an interpretivs dimcussion of
results. smong Mary Ane Baird, Colin Dunkeld, Olive Niles, Cesrge
Phillips, Harold Herber, David Yarrimgton and author Donald Gallo. A
useful overview of the rasults, byt not sufficisnt. Must b# complenanted
by the Mallen book.
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Title: First Assessment Literature Objectives, 1965, ERIC 7 ED 041 009, 21 pp.
Type of Report: Objectives Booklet

Assessment(s}: 1970-71 Literature Assessment

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26-35)

Coutents: Introduction to MNAEP.
Dessription of sbjectives development Procedures.
Literature Objectives:
I. HRead literature of excellence
A. Be acquainted with a wide variety of literary works
B. UVuderstapd the basic metaphors and themes through which
man has expressed his values and tensiomns in Western
culture
II. Become engaged in, find meaning in and :valuate a wotk of
literature
A. Respoud to a work of literature
B. Find meaning in a work of literafure
C. Evaluate 3 work of literature
III. Develop a continuing interest and participation in literature
and the literaty experieuce
A, Be intellectually oriented toward literature
B. BRe affectively oriented to literature
C. Be iIndeperdently active and curious about literature
D. Relate literary experience to one's life
Discussion of each objective and subobjeetive. .
Description of relevance of each subobjective to each age group.
Names of people associated with the development and review of
literature objectives.

Comments: These objectives, developed by Educational Testing Service in che
uid-sixties, Tepresent a somewhat elitist, "belletristic" concept of
literature. They assume that "literature" is a body of works rather
than a way of using language and that "literature of excellence” can
be specified in objective terms. Both assumptions are true only in
limited ways and both would steer assessment activities in 3 direction
fawiliar to ETS test takers. CUnfortunately, a nationwide assessment
cannot assume that participants share knowledge of specific works and
criteria for adjudging excellence; some ¢f the objectives were bound
to go to waste, and some of them were bound to waste precious time as
assessors tried to determiue how nauy Americans recognize Faul Bunyon
ot Job or whomever,

The second objective, however, was appropriate, though measurement of
it was no trivial or inexpensive task.

On the whole, these objectives are interesting as a culminating expres-
sion of viewpoint murtured by university interests, propagated by
college testing and sustained bv the relative econoaic health of
education in the 50s, [t was a narrow viewpoint that was alreadyv in
question and endangered when the objectives were developed. By the
time the assesswent was administered, this perspective, by itself, was
chsolete.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ticlae:

Reading Race and Consrehension. WAEP Reading Raeporc 02-R-09,
ERIC # ED 076 934, December 1972. 225 pp.

Type of Report: Selected Results for Genaral Audieaces.
Asgesytgnc(s): 1970«71 Reading Assesszent
Age Lovel{a): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26-35)

Variables: Region, Sex, Race, Parental Educacion. Size and Type of Community,

Father's education. Mother's educatiom, Resding msterials in rhe house.

Irem Typel{s): Reading Rate Measures; multiple-choice comprehension questions

Datal

focusing of recall of details,

Percentagas of people at each age leval and in edsch variable group
resding faver than 100 w.~ , 100-199 w.p.m., 200-299 w.p.m. and more

than 300 L xY-N1- 1%

Discributions of readir; .ces from O to over 75 w.p.m. across differant

. Passages at each 3ge level.

Spache, Lorge, Fog, Dale Chall and SMOG Readabilicy Indices for passages.

Percencages of people at ezch age level and in esch variable group vor-
rectly ensvering comprehension questions, crosssd with reading rate (e.g.
75% of the male l7-year-olds who rgad at 100-199 w.p.o. correctly aaswered
four or five out of five comprehansion quesclons after reading a passage}.

Analysis of exceptionally fast (3 730 w.p,®.) end exteptionally.slow
{30 w.p.m.) readers.

Percentages of people at each age level aad iR each variable group: high
enmprehenaion within reading rate,

Percentages of people at each age level and 10 egch variable group: rate
withia comprehaension.

17=year=old and adult performance compared on common items.

Discussion of ltems and resulrs.

Ochet Contenc: Passages used for assessment of race

Icems ysed for assessment of codprehenaion

Relaced Macardal: 02-GIY, General Informacion Yesrbook, 1972.

02-R-30, Recipes. Wrappera., Regaqning and Rate: A Digest
of the First Readinz. Asaezament, 1974,
02=R-00, Summarv Data, 1974,

Maiion, Jehn. National Assassment gnd the Teaching of Englisgh,

NCTE, Urbana, Illinois, 1975,

Commentg: The utility of this reporr will depand upen the reader’s artitude toward

the subject of reading rate 1ctself. Those who think 1ic¢ a crivial subject
will noc find ir useful: chosy who ars interasted in rate will find
liccle that is new or unexpected. HAEP found few "super readers"

(> 750 w,p.m.), a fier which might be dismaying to Evelyn Wood students.
The major utility of the book lias in the facc that it is a nacticnal
atudy of reading rate and it centains dacta on 9-year~clds, l3-year=clda.
17=year-olds and adults.
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nt of Edutational Progress Writiag Oblectivaes, 5 nd
ERIC § ED 072 440, 33 pp. = =ret, secone

I " Reporg: O ves Booklet
BT C YRR . Writiag Assssscant

Azc .3, 17

Counte sroduction o NAEP

~ :scription of procedurss used to ravise ohjectivea
sriting ObJlectivas:

I. Demonstratss ability in writing to revaal personal feslings
and ideas.
A. Through fras expression
B. Through the use of conventional ocodus of diacoursa

II. Demonstratas ability to writs in rasponss to a wide range of
socletal demands and obligations, Ability is defined to
inelude correctnass in usage, punctustion, spelling, anc torm
or conventicn as 4ppropriate o particular writing tasks, 0.§.,
manusceripte, lettars,

A, Social
1. Parsonal
2, Orgmizational
3, Community
B. Business/Vocatignal
C. Scholastic

I1II. Indicatea tha ioportance attached to writidm skille.
A. Recognizes the necemsity of writing for a varisty of
needs {(as in I and II) '
B, Writes to fulfill thosa naede
C. Gets matisfaction, aven enjoyment, from having written
something wall

Related Marerials: All second writing edsasam-nt reports

Comments: The differeaces betwasn thesa and the previous ohjectives are in-
structive. Moat striking is the first cblectiva, which did not appear
in the earlier sat, The nootions that writing begine with ths satis-
faction of personal needs and that #xpressiveness ia eritical to
writing are ideas that have acquirad reaneved importance in the sevantias,
These objectives gra Duch more datailed than che sarlier onsa, alse.
Each objective is explained gt length aod adequacy of axpression is
defined with sample papers. Tha readar of this booklat comes awdy with
8 philosophy of writing, a feal for adequacy and & framework &s usaful
for instruction as for assusszant, Bocause they ars 3o comprehenaive,
these objectives are usafyul corrocctivea for peopls under pressura to
test “basie™ writing.
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Jicle; Hational Asaesszent of Educational Progress Writimg Objisccives, 1969,
ERIC # ED 033 870. 19 pp.

Type of Rapsrc: Objeccives Booklet
Asgeasment{8): 1969-70 Writing Assessment
Age Level{s): 9. 13, 17, Adule

Coptonts: = Introduccion to NAEP by Raiph Tyler
Description of procedures used to develop writing objeccives
= Writing Objectives

I. Write to Communicate Adequatel¥ in a Social Selection
1I, Write to Communicate Adequately in & Business or Vocationel
Sicuacion
JII. Wricte co Commmicate Adequately in a Stholsatic Situacion
IV, Appreciate the Value of Writing

= Napes of individuzls respoansible for objeccivaa,

Ralsted Mecerdial: All Wricing Assessmentc reporcs

Comments: These objectives, developed by Educational Testing Sarvice in 1965,
reflact & "situactional” view of wricing. Although the word "adaquately"
is used throughout, it is never defined; che drafcers of che objeccivesn
express hope thac this problem can be passed on to readsrs of the re-
pores, whe will judge adaquacy by reading sample esseys. In chair
refusal co tie grammar to writiag and in cheir lesnings coward rhecorical
theory, chese objectives were relatively sophiscicated for 1965, The
sbaance of an objective dealing with personsl uriting, however, was &
glaring oversight. Fortunately, that would be corrected in cthe nexc
objectivas.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Title: Nationsl Assesszent of Educational Progress Reading Objectives., 1270,
ERIC 4 ED 041 0l0. 34 pp.

Typs of Raporc:

ssessvents(a):

Objactives Booklet

1570~71 Reading Assessmeat

Age Level(s): 5, 13, 17, Adulr {26~35)

QUECORLS:

:reduction to NAEP

= . .epiption of procedures used to develop objectives
- Reading objsctives

Il

11,

I11.

1v.

v.

Vi,

Comprehend What 1s Read

A, Read ivdividual words

B. Read phrases, clauses and ssntences

€. Read paragraphs, passages apd longer words

Apalvze What Is Read

A, Ba gble to trace sequences

B, Perceive the structure and organizacion of the work

C. S5ea the techniques by which the author has created kis effects

Usa What Is Read

A, Remember significant parts of what is read.
B, Follow written directions

€, oObtain iaformation efficiencly

Reaason Logically from What Is Read
A. Draw appropriate inferences from the material that is rcad

and "read becween the lines" where necessary

B, Arrive at a general principle after exaeicing a series of
decails

C. Reason from 3 general principle to specific instances

Make Judgments Concerning What Ts Read

A. Relate what 1s read to things other than the specific
matarial being read

B. Fiad and use appropriate criteria in making judgments about

wvhat is read

€. Make Judgments about a work on the basis of what is found
in the work itself

Hava attitudes about and an interest ia reading

Naoes of individuals responsible for objectives

Relsted Material: All reading amsessment reports

Somments?

Devaloped in 1965 by both Science Research Associates and Educational
Teating Service for the National Assessment, these first Reading
objectivos are very comprehensive. Surprisingly, many of them remain
relevant and anticipate the third set of combined Reading and Literature
objectivas daveloped in 1978, Although chey reflect 2 40's concern

with sueh things as decoding, word attack skills and speed raading;
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alchough chey aseuze a uo longer fashianable "wogccon=~up™, hierarchieal
processing codal; and altheugh they zake discimecions becween licaral
and infereacial comprehension whieh few paople would support coday,
they nevercheless promoce sueh goals as: using concexc for word
identificacion; underscanding jergon; comprehesding scruccurs and cone;
incerprecing figuracive languags io all manner of discourse} under~
standing various rhaecorical devices: enalyziog licerery and axposicery
works; recognizing propsgende; making valus Judgoancs; end zorae.

They are noc perochial, etomiscie or crivial, as eo many reading che=
jeccives are. The sophisticaced wili find soma philosophicel fuzzinesa
and some placing of eubskills under cha wrong major skilis, buct che
general reader will find in thass eo intersasciog scercing poinmt for
curricular or assessmanc planaing.
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Title: VYatfonal Asasmaszent of Educational Progress Report S5: Wrising, Group
Reguits a, ERIC 7 ED 051 246, april, 1971, 143 pp.

Type of Repore: Tachnleal Swumnsty for Tachpically-Orianted Audiemee

Agsessmenc(£): 1969=70 wWriting Assessment

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17, Adult {26-35)

Varisbiea: Sex, Region, Size of Commynity
Iten Type{s): Multiple choiece, short answer, yes/no

Data: Parcentages of success and standard arrors for each relaased exercias,
each variable group, each 4ge level. .

pistribution of differencas and medisp differancea from the national
parformance laval, each variable group,

Qsther Content! Introduction to NAEP; copies of released exercises; sample aseays
at the top, the niddle and t¢ha bottom of the (holisticaily
judged) quality diascribuction; discussion of exereisas upon
which groups parformed atypically well or poorly.

Source Mqbgqrisl Avazilable o Researchers: Raport 10 eoptains & sample of cthe

essay® written for this asseasment

Ralatzd Mazarfal: 1969 Writing Objectives.

Mallen, John, Nagional 5lg§gsmen: and the Teaching of
English, NCTE, Urbana, Illimois, 19/3.

Cowments: Saa entry for Repert 3 for brief discussiom of problems in reporting
results of helistic scoring. Thase problema are ameliorated soma=
vhat when one is comparing groupe to the national leval of performance.
This 13 s0 bacause agven if Ethe nagrtional pércentage has no definita
peaaning, departures from it by different groups of people do! Thia

report still cannect tall us how wall people write, buf &t least it
can tell us which groupa perform bafter and which woraa than averagae,

This is a vary diffiecult report to read, partly becauss the data
have been ovaranalyzed (statistieally), and undertchought about. But

it is yorth wading through because it documenta ufequal schievemant
of various groups of people, including adulca,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Title: National Assessment ©f Educational Progress Report 3: Writing. National
Results, ERIC ¢ ED Q051 2.5, November, 1970, 162 pp.

Type of Report: ¥Naticnal Results for Ceneral Audience
Assegsment(g): 1969~7D Writing Assessment
Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17y Adulr (26-35)

Variables: Nons

Iten Typels): Multipla choice, essay/letter, short ansver, yes/no

Data: Percentages of aucteaa by exercise for each objective, each age; per-
centages of yes/no responses; results comparad for exercises taken by
two Or more Sge levels} special study of 13-yaar-olds' end 17-year-olds'
performanca on an 4844y task assigped £o both,

Other Content: Backgtound on NAEP; writing objactivaear description of data
getharing methods; coples of actusl axercises used in assessment;
scoring guidos for shorf answer and aseay questions; examples
of assays at the fop: the middle and the bottom of the (holistically
judged) quality discribution;: descriptien of MAEP wariable groups:
dasctiption of sampiing and weighting procedures; description of
asssy scoring procedures and speciel overlap study: number of
raspondantea by package and age.

Source Material Availeble to Researchers: Report 10 containa a sacple of the

essays writtan for this assessment.

Related Material: 1969 Writing Objectives,

Mallon, John, National Asseesment and the Teaching of
English, NCTE, Urbapa, Illinois, 1875,

Commenrs: With the Writing of this first repart, it bacade clear that the
assesemant of writing was not structured in & wey that facilitated
concluaions about the quality of writing in America. Each objective
(Write to Communicate Adequately in ¢ Social Situation, & Vocational
Situstion and a Scholastic Situation; Appraciate the Value of Hriting)
wvas assessed with exercises which ware too faw in number and too dif-
ferent ip kind te allow any aggregation of them inte sugmary data or
genaral stetemente. The results (which ranged from very low to very
high parcentsges) must be considered on an exarcise-by-exercise basia.

Reporting of assay results founders upon tha Achilles heel of holistic
scaring. Sinca there are no criteris for excellence and the scoring is
entirely ralative, all ve know is that the assays fell into a normal
disttibution; some are better than othars, but we do not know why and
the teport cannot tell us vhy. An ingeniua attompt fo solve this
problam by ptesanting essays and telling the readar that "133% of

the aseays were this good or better” only placea the burden of critarias
uvpon the reader end leaves us wondering about the exact nature of thess
unimaginable "equelly zood or better' assays. This serious weakness
led to the davelopment of primary-trait scoring, which enables one to
describa asssya in terms of absoluts quality snd make concrete judgmants
about {mprovement Or decline.

Becausa {g conteina data about adult writing performance. because nany
of the writing tasks are interesting in themsalves and because ir
illustrates 30 wall the problems involved in raporting the results of
holistic scoring, the report is well worth axamining.
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Title: Second Assessment Litaraturs Oblsctives, 1973; ERIC 7 TD 113 737, 12 pp.

Type of Report: Objectivea Booklet

Assessment(s}: Because the second llteraturs scseaszment waa delaved by five
Years, thess objectives per ge have navar been assessed. FParts
of this documant wara blended wvith Xeading objactives for tha
1980-81 Reading/Literature asgsassment.

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17

Contents: Deseription of procedurea for developing revisad objsctives.
Background racivnale for objectivas,
Objectives:
I. Experiances literature = i3 awvare that litarary qualities

exist in & variety of forms. Seeks expariences with litsraturs
iv apy form, from any culture.
A, TListans to litsraturs
8. Reads litersturs.
C. Witnessss litaraturs. .

I1. Responds to literature == rasponds to literature in any form,
frem any culturae, in a variety of ways =—— gmotionally,
refleccivaly, crtatively == and shares reaponsss with others.
A. Respondas emotiomally == participatas smotionally in tha

world of a work of litarstura
B. Resgsponds raflectively == understands a werk of litsratura
by ‘raflacting upon it in & variaty of ways
C. Responds creatively == usea language imaginativaely in
responss t0 & work of -litsraturs
D. Shares responses with ochara == shares emectional,
~flective and creative responses in a variety of ways
III. wvalc. ‘terature == recognizes that litaraturs plavs a
significant eontinuing role in tha sxparience of the individual
and sociaty
A, Recognizes that literature nay be a sourea of enjoyment
B. Recognizes that sxperience with literature may be 4 means
of developing self-understending and personal valuss
C. Recognizes that axperience with literature may bs & zeana
of underatanding the nature of man and tha diversity of
cultura
D. Recognizas that litaraturs and society may influsnce
each other
E. Recognizaes rhet literaturs 2ay be s eignificent means
of transmitting and sustaining the values of a culture
People associated with tha development snd raview of objactivas.

Comments: The most striking differences betwesn these and the first objectivea
is the shift in the definition of litersturs away from the concapt
that it is a corpus of works, toward the notion that it i{s a quality
of language use. The statement of assumptions says quite plainly
“Literature is language used imaginatively." 1Tt follows from this
radiecal shift chat literary instruaction ia instruction about particular
uses of language, not instruction centered upon 3 list of "great
books™ or "litersture of excellence.” 1Indecd. the goal that people
learn about a wide runge of classic texts diseppeared sntirely in
these objectives. They presutie that sll pecple have sccess to
“literary experience' a8 long as they Have access o language and
imagination. From the slitisw of the flrst objectives we swing to an
opposite extreme of "egaliterian” goals == mora vagus, £o be eure,
less confident == but more intereasting and challenging in compensati.m.
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A lack of confidence in litevature as a defiaable descipline with a
spacific content reveals itself alsc in the stacsments about valuing,
T,.a 1965 ohjectives stets boldly “Recognize that participacing in
tha literery sxparisante is & primes form of enjoymenc”; in 1975,
howevsr, consultents fslt more comiortable with "Recognizes that
literaturs pay be ¢ sourte of enjoymenc” (Emphasis mine). Some
would view this modifitation es & long-overdue descent from the ivory
tovar; others will see it as absndonment of belief or submission €o
the anti-intallectualism of che £0s and early 70s.

The 1965 and 1973 NAEP literaturs objectives reflecc Considerable
changas in ectitudes toward litezary instructfon afeer a profound
decads of Amsricen expsrience, 11eY aro cultural, as well as
sducational documsnts, worth reflecting upon for cultural, as well
as aducation,; rsaasons.
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Title: write/Rewrite: An Awsggsuent of Revision Skills, National AssessZenc of

Educstional Progress Report 05-W-04, July, 1977, 30 pp.

Type of Report: Selected Rasults for General Audience
Assessment(8): 1969-70, 1973~74 Writing Assessments

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17

Variables: Raegiou, Sax. Rice, Community Iype, Parental Educstion

Item Type(s): Esssy, lattar.

Data: National and vsrisble group percentages of papers at & lavels of quality,
- ages 9, 13
Percantages of people revising their papers/lettars
Parcentsges naking the following kinds of revisions: cosmatic, ODechanical,
grammaticsls continustional, informational, trensitional, stylistic,
orgenizetional, holistic

Other Content: Explaunations of terms, scoring proceduras, stc.

Source Mataris] Available to fesecarchers: Contact NAEP
Related Material; Writing Technical Report: Released Exercise Volume

Compents: The [laws'in this study should wot detract from the fage thet it is
&8 extraordinsry affort to gather nationsl dsta on a critical sspect
of the writing process. Nine- and l3=year-olds ware given five
facts about the moon and were asked to organize tham into & psper
about the mecon. The report describes the orgsnizational quality of
the uu?s and then describes what happened when the students were
.told to "ravise" their papers. Seventeen-ysar-olds were given &
rhetorical situation involving a letcer to & nagligont grocer} their
latters ware svaluated in ternms of their content and appropriateness
of tons. They were slso subjected fo the game revision analysis as
the younger studants' papers wera.

One csn wish for more: for an assignment that coversd Sl1 thras
ages; lor more rigid "before” and "after" quality aveluationa; for
various syntactie, or linguistic aznalyses =~ and so on. But there is
plenty of usalful information packed into this littls report snd it
reprasants 8 produccive start in chis area of resesrch. The cats-
gories of raviaion enalysis can be more clearly definad by futurs
resasrchers and tiad more meticulously to various linguistic and
gsemantic levels; but even as they stand, they have obvious clagsrocm
implications.
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Title: National Assessment Report 11, Weiting, ERIC # ED 077 029, 1973. 80 pp.
Iype of RcpoTt: Selected Results £or General Audience

Apgegpment (9): 1969-70 Writing Assassment

Age Level(s): 9, 13, 17, Adult (26-35)

Vapiebles: Ragioms Sex. Color, Size and Type of Community, Parental Education
1gem Type(s): Multiple choice, essay/lecter, ahort ansver

. Data: Percantages of success for sach age group and variable group within age.
Perfortunce cooparisons on items common to two oy Bore aged. ’

Other Content! Exercisea.

Discussion of results.

Soyrce Material Available to Regggrghers: Contact NAEP
Dalaged Matapjal: Mellon, John, National Assessment and the Taaching of
English, NCTE, Crbana, inois, 1975.
Writing Obiectivas,
Report 5.

Copmapts: This report was an afterthought attempt to present first assessment
writing results in yet another form. Report 5 had pressnted summary
results fot all ages by sex, regiom and size of community. This
report addresses the gdditional variables of rece., size end type of
community and parertal aducation, but it presants exercise-level
results, not (as Report 5 did) summary regulta across ell exercisss.

. It documents differentisl performance by various groups of paople at

different eges on quite different teasks, 90 it 1is worth Perusing.
Although it ia organized by objective, generalization from the

resulta of two or thrss tesks to conclusions abuut achievement of
avery objective remaina impossibla. The quastions and results related
to Objective IV, "Appreciete the Value of Writing," are quite interest-
ing and do not appear anywhere glaes.
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Iitla: Qngogﬁtanding imaginative Language, National Assessment Report ¢2-L~01.
ERIC ¢ ED 077 002, 1973. 197 pp.

Type of Report: Salected Results for General Audience

Assessmint(p); 1970=71 Litereture Assessment
Age Leval(s): 9, 13, 17, Adulr (26-35)

SVariables: Region, Sex. Size and Type of Communiry, Raceé, Parental Fducaetion,
8ize of Communicy

Igenm Type(p): Multiple choeica, multiple choice with zhort answer dafenss of
cholco,

Data: Percenteges of S=ypap~olds. l3-year-olds, 17-year-olds aad adults selscting
COrrect answvere.
Differences from nationsl percentages for variable 3roups.

Standerd errors for 3l) perceatages.

Diatributions of group differences f£ov all exercises in report.

Madian difterence from the nation ou all exercises for each virisble group.
Comparisons of 9, 13, 17 and adult performance ou common items.

Other Content: Scoring criceria for short-answer responses.
Sampls reaponass.

ww. Raw results on 1600 BFX, 9~rrack

' date tapes usable only on IBM 360 or 370 hardware with C§ or vs operating
systens @ $94.00/capa.

Relsted Macerisl: 02-GIY, Reeding and Literature General Information Ytarhggh

Objectives, First Assessment.

Literetyra O

Mallon, Johm, Mational Assessment and rhe Teaching of
E , NCTE. Urbana, Lllincis, 1973,

Grindsreff, Zaye Louise, "Tha National Assessment of

' Liceraturs: A Review," Research ip the Teaching of
English, ©:1:80~97, Spriag, 1975.

Commanta: This report deals with those assessment exercises designed o probe
understanding of poetic rhythi and logic, puns, metaphors gnd genres
8 vell a8 thoso asdessing inference in poetry. These arsas de pot
by any mesns axhaugt the field of "imagimative language,” snd herein
lies & built~in limication of the report. Much was pot asssssad end
soms of yhyt was sssessed was pot dome weil or thoroughly. Since
results are raported exercise by exercise., the reader can pick and
choose, but canpot generalize with much conifdence.
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